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AGENDA
State Board of Elections
Sitting as the Duly Authorized
State Officers Electoral Board
Monday, January 9, 2012
10:00 a.m.

James R. Thompson Center — Suite 14-100
Chicago, lllinois
and via videoconference
1020 South Spring Street
Springfield, lllinois

Call State Board of Elections to order.

1. Recess the State Board of Elections and convene as the State Officers Electoral Board.

2. Call cases and accept appearances - objections to candidate nominating petitions for the
March 20, 2012 General Primary Election;

a) Bromley v. Evans, 12SOEBGP100;
b) Bromley v. Canfield, 12SOEBGP101;

c) Brimm v. Newman, 12SOEBGP102:

d) Hoffman v. Farnick, 12SOEBGP521;

e) Petzel v. Ritter, 12SOEBGP522;

f) Rodriguez v. Rutagwibira, 12SOEBGP523;

g) Coyle & Bigger v. Miller, 122SOEBGP524;
h) Schaeflein & Brezinski, 12SOEBGP525;

i) Billerman & Pettlon v. Harris, 12SOEBGP526;
D Cunningham v. Biggert, 12SOEBGP527;
k) Cunningham v. Harris, 12SOEBGP528.
3. Approve the revised Rules of Procedure for the State Officers Electoral Board.
4. Appointment of Hearing Examiners - informational.
5. Consideration of objections to candidate nominating petitions for the March 20, 2012

General Primary Election;
a) DeVivo v. Bradley, 11SOEBGP500;
b) Zurek v. Saviano, 11SOEBGP501;

c) McSweeney v. Rowe, 11SOEBGP503;
d) Young v. Jacobs, 11SOEBGP504;
e) Montgomery/Williams v. Mahon, 11SOEBGP519;
6. Objections/Candidate withdrawn — informational;
a) Lyons v. Jones, 11SOEBGP100 — candidate withdrew;

b) Koppie, Sr. v. Powers, 11SOEBGP107 — candidate withdrew;
c) Wooters/Cannon v. Roman, 11SOEBGP103 — objector withdrew;
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d) Harmon v. Dove, 11SOEBGP108 — objector withdrew;

e) Kim v. Barnhart, 11SOEBGP109 — objector withdrew;
f) Harris v. Harris, 11SOEBGP507 — objector withdrew.
7. Other business.
8. Recess the State Officers Electoral Board until Thursday, January 12, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. or

until call of the Chairman whichever occurs first.
9. Reconvene as the State Board of Elections.
10. Other business.

11. Adjourn until Thursday, January 12, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. or until call of the Chairman
whichever occurs first.
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STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS

STATE OF ILLINOIS
1020 S. Spring Street
PO Box 4187
Springfield, lllinois 62708-4187
217/782-4141
Fax: 217/782-5959

James R. Thompson Center

100 W. Randolph Street, Ste 14-100
Chicago lllinois 60601-3232
312/814-6440

Fax: 312/814-6485

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Rupert T. Borgsmiller

MEMORANDUM

TO: Chairman William M. McGuffage
Vice Chairman Jesse R. Smart
Members of the Board
Executive Director Rupert Borgsmiller

From: Steve Sandvoss, General Counsel
Re: Appointment of Hearing Officers
Date: January 5, 2012

BOARD MEMBERS

William M. McGuffage, Chairman
Jesse R. Smart, Vice Chairman
Harold D. Byers

Betty J. Coffrin

Ernest C. Gowen

Judith C. Rice

Bryan A. Schneider

Charles W. Scholz

I have selected the following persons to serve as hearing officers for the several objections filed with the
State Board of Elections following the filing period for candidates seeking nomination at the March 20,
2012 General Primary Election and propose the following cases be assigned to them for hearing.

Barbara Goodman

12SOEBGP525 Schaeflein/Brezinski v. Cunningham
12SOEBGP526 Billerman/Pettlon v. Harris
12SOEBGP527 Cunningham v. Biggert
12SOEBGP528 Cunningham v. Harris

David Herman
12SOEBGP102 Brimm v. Newman
12SOEBGP524 Bigger/Coyle v. Miller

Kelly McCloskey Cherf

12SOEBGP100 Bromley v. Evans
12SOEBGP101 Bromley v. Canfield
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Philip Krasny

12SOEBGP521 Hoffman Jr. v. Farnick
12SOEBGP522 Petzel v. Ritter
12SOEBGP523 Rodriguez v. Rutagwibira

I would request of the Board authorization to appoint the above persons to Serve as hearing officers and
for the above cases to be assigned to them for hearing. — -

erely R, g
SAF—>AA /)
r(/i} WV[(/U{(/U oS

\Steven S.“Sandvoss, General Counsel

www.elections.il.gov



DeVivo v. Bradley
11 SOEB GP 500

Candidate: Duanc Bradley

Office: State Senator, 417 Dist.

Party: Republican

Objector: Michac! DeVivo

Attorney For Objector: None

Attorney For Candidate: Burton Odelson

Number of Signatures Required: 1000

Number of Signatures Submitted: 309

Number of Signatures Objected to:

Basis of Objection: Candidate’s nomination papers contain an insufficient amount of signatures.

Dispositive Motions: Objector’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings, Candidate’s Response to
Objector’s Motion for Judgment. Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss Objector’s Petition and a Motion for a
Directed Verdict, Objector’s Response to Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss Objector's Petition and Motion
for a Directed Verdict, Candidate’s Reply to Objector’s Response to Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss
Objector’s Petition and Motion for Directed Verdict.

Binder Check Necessary: No
Hearing Officer: Jim Tenuto

Hearing Officer Findings and Recommendation: The Candidate filed nominating petitions having a
maximum of 480 valid signature spaces (32 pages x 15 lines per page = 480 signaturcs). Many pages
contained less than 15 signatures and candidate filed approximately 309 signatures as counted by the
Hearing Officer. The minimum number of signatures required to appear on the ballot at the General
Primary Election as an established party candidate for the office of State Scnator is 1000: therefore, the
Candidate submitted at lcast 690 signatures less than the minimum signature requirement. Based on the
Candidate submitting nominating petitions containing less than the minimum number of 1000 signaturcs.
the Objector’s Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings should be granted. Based on the facts that the
Objector property pteaded his interest in Paragraph 2 of the Objection Petition and that an appendix need
only be attached when a records examination is 10 be conducted, the Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss
Objector’s Petition and Motion for Directed Verdict should be denied. Accordingly, the THearing Ofticer
recommends that Duane Bradley not be certified for the ballot as candidate for the office of State Senator
in the 417 Legislative District in the Republican Primary Election to be hetd on March 20, 2012.

Recommendation of the General Counsel: 1 concur with the Recommendation of the Hearing Officer.




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED STATE OFFICERS ELECTORAL BOARD
FOR THE HEARING AND PASSING UPDN OF OBJECTIONS

Michael DeVivo,
Petitioner/Objector,

11 SOEB GP 500

Duane Bradley,

)

)

)

)

V. )
g

Respondent/Candidate. )

RECOMMENDATION OF THE HEARING EXAMINER
TO THE GENERAL COUNSEL

TO:  Burton Odelson, Attorney for Objector
Duane Bradley, Candidate
Steve Sandvoss, General Counsel, State Board of Elections

ANALYSIS

1. Candidate Duane Bradley timely filed on December 5, 2011, nominating petitions
for the Office of State Senator in the 41* legislative District in the Republican Primary Election to
be held on March 20, 2012.

2. The minimum signature requirement for a candidate filing nominating petitions for
the Office of State Senator is not fewer than 1,000 duly qualified registered and legal voters of
said district.

3. The Objector timely filed an Objection to the nominating petitions submitted by
Duane Bradiey.

4. The basis of the Objection is that the Candidate submitted less than the minimum

number of signatures required for this particular office.




5. A Case Management Conference was held on December 20, 2011, in the branch
office of the State Board of Elections. The Candidate filed a Pro Se Appearance. An
Appearance was filed by Burton S. Odelson on behaif of the Objector.

8. The Objector timely filed a Motion on December 20, 2011 to have the Verified

Objector’'s Petition be treated as a Motion for Judament on the Pleadings.

7. The Candidate timely filed a Motion to Dismiss Objector's Petition and a Motion for a

Directed Verdict. The basis is as follows:

A The Objector does not have standing to bring the objection as he does
not have an interest that may be impaired by the Candidate's name appearing on the
ballot; and

B. The basis of the objection, that the Candidate submitted less than the
minimum number of required signatures, is not an acceptable ground on which to render
a decision and the Objection is not in compliance with Appendix A of the Rules of
Procedure.

8. The Objector timely filed 2 Response to Respondent/Candidate’s Motion to

Dismiss Objector’'s Petition and Motion for a Directed Verdict. The basis of the response is as

follows:

A, The Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss is unintelligible.

B. The interest of the Objector is not a matter of legal concern. Only the
statutory requirements of 5/10-8 are at issue.

9. The Candidate timely filed a Response to Petitioner/Qbjector's Motion for

Judgment {on the Pleadings). The Candidate’s response raises similar arguments as set forth

in Par. 7 {above).

10. The Candidate timely filed Candidate’'s Reply to Objector's Response to

Candidate’'s Motion to Dismiss Objector's Petition and a Motion for Directed Verdict.




1. Copies of the pleadings filed are attached to this Recommendation of the

Hearing Examiner to the General Counsel.

DISCUSSION

1. The Candidate filed nominating petitions having a maximum of 480 valid
signature spaces (32 pages x 15 lines per page = 480 signatures). This was determined by a
cursory examination of the nominating petitions by the Hearing Examiner. (Many pages
contained iess than 15 signatures. Candidate filed approximately 309 signatures as counted by
the Hearing Examiner.)

2. The minimum number of valid signatures needed to appear on the ballot at the
General Primary Election as an established party candidate for the Office of State Senator is
1,000.

3. The Candidate submitted nominating petitions which are at least 690 signatures
below the minimum of 1,000.

4, Based on the Candidate submitting nominating petitions containing less than the

minimum number of 1,000 signatures, the Objector's Motion for Judgment on the Pleadings

should be granted.

5. Candidate's Motion to Dismiss Objector’'s Petiticn and Motion for a Directed

Verdict should be denied for the following reascons:

A Objector’s interest in seeing that election laws were upheld and that only
qualified candidates appeared cn the ballot were valid interests, notwithstanding the
motivation or failure to object of another candidate's nominating petition, Woflan v.
Jacoby, 660 N.E.2d 1282 (App. 1* Dist., 1995). Objector has properly pleaded his
interest in Par. 2 of the Objection.

B. The Appendix refers only o those instances when a records examination
is conducted. As the nominating petitions contain a number below the minimum, a

3




records examination is not necessary. Thus, Candidate's argument is not applicable to
these proceedings.

9

RECOMMENDATION

It is the Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner that (1} Objector's Motion for

Judgment on the Pleadings should be GRANTED; and {2) Candidate's Motion to Dismiss

Objector's Petition and a Motion for Directed Verdict should be DENIED, for the reasons set

forth above.

Accordingly, the name of Duane Bradley as Candidate for the office of State Senator in
the 41% Legislative District in the Republican Primary Election to be held March 20, 2012, shall
NOT be printed on the ballot.

This is a dispositive Motion which must be ruled upon by the State Officers Electoral

Board.

DATED: December 30, 2011

Respectfully Submitted,

Cwyecr. e
Jefhes Tenuto
Hearing Examiner

James Tenuto, Hearing Examiner

State Board of Elections

James R. Thompson Center, Suite 14-100
100 West Randolph Street

Chicago, IL 60601

{312) 814-6440




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that he served the Recommendaticn of the Hearing

Examiner to the General Counsel to the following parties by the methods set forth opposite

the name on December 30, 2011.

Steve Sandvoss, General Counsel via Email: ssandvoss@elections.ii.gov
State Board of Elections

Ken Menzel,
Deputy General Counsel, SBE via Email: kmenzel@elections,il.gov
Bernadette Harrington, via Email: phatrington@elections.il.gov

Lega! Counsel, SBE

Burton S. Odelson via Email: attyburt@acl.com
Attorney for Objector

Duane Bradley via Email: Duane@Bradleys.org
Candidate

Corrocs i

B mes Tenuto, Hearing Examiner




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD
FOR THE HEARING AND PASSING UPON OF OBJECTIONS

Michael DeVivo, )
)
Petitioner-Objector, ) <
) Lo
vs. ) No. &
) oo
Duane Bradley, ) § o
) S
Respondent-Candidate. ) oo
VERIFIED OBJECTOR’S PETITION R

INTRODUCTION
Michael DeVivo, hereinafter sometimes referred to as the “Objector”, states as follows:

1. The Objecior resides at 15658 Janas Drive, Homer Glen, Illinois 60491, and is a
duly qualified, legal and registered voter at that address.

2. The Objector’s interest in filing this Petition is that of a voter desirous that the
laws governing the filing of nomination papers for the office of State Senator, 41* Legislative
District, (“Office™) are properly complied with, and that only qualified candidates appear on the
ballot for said office.

OBJECTIONS

3. The Objector makes the following objections to the purported nomination papers
(“Nomination Papers™) of Duane Bradley, a candidate for State Senator, 41* Legislative District,
to be voted at the Election on March 20, 2012 (“election™). The Objector states that the
Nomination Papers are insufficient in fact and law for the following reasons:

4. Pursuant to stale law, nomination papers for State Senator, 41* Legislative
District, Cook County, to be voted for at the Election to be held March 20, 2012, must contain
the signatures of not fewer than 1,000 duly qualified, registered and legal voters of said district
collected in the manner prescribed by law. In addition, said Nomination Papers must truthfully
allege the qualifications of the candidate, be gathered and presented in the manncr provided for
in the Illinois Election Code, and otherwise executed in the form provided by law.

5. The Nomination Papers contain approximately 300 signatures of qualified and
duly rcgistered legal voters of the 41* Legislative District, signed by such volers in their own
proper person with proper addresses, which is far below the number required under lilinois law.

7

TE




CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the Objector requests a hearing on the objections set forth herein, an
cxamination by the aforesaid Electoral Board of the official rccords relating to voters in the
applicable district to the extent that such examination is pertinent to any of the matters alleged
herein, a ruling that the Nomination Papers are insufficient in law and fact, and a ruling that the
name of Duane Bradley shall not appear and not be printed on the ballot for election to the office
of State Senator, 41" Legislative District to be voted fo EPrimary Election to be held on
March 20, 2012

OBJECTOR

VERIFICATION

State of Illinois )
) 88,

County of M(N;l\)

The undersigned, being first duly sworn, deposes and statcs that he is the Objector in the
above Verified Objector’s Petition, that he has read the contents thereof, and that the allcgations
therein are true (o the best of the undersigned’s knowledge elief.

OBIECTOR ™~
Subscrijed and s o before me, a Notary Public, by
‘;k? rC 2.8 /“' ;_L T
on L ¢ 2t . o

/ﬁOTARY PUBLIC /
ODELSON & STERK, LTD. rd

3318 West 95" Strcet
Evergreen Park, IL. 60805
708/424-5678

RYAN J, UDN
NOLARY PUBLIC, STATE OFE:{m,

CMMISSION EXPIRES 8-22.2015

Attormeys for Objector




Tenuto, Jim

From: Pam Smith [psmith@aodelsonsterk.com])

Sent: Tuesday, December 20, 2011 2:00 PM

To: Tenuto, Jim

Ce: duane@bradley5.org; Matthew Welch, Burt Odelson
Subject: Case No. 11 SCEB GP 500

Hearing Officer Tenuto, please allow this e mail to serve as Objector's mation for judgment on the pleadings related to
the verified objector’s petition. The candidate’s nomination papers contain approximately 300 signatures, far below the
1,000 signature minimum. There are no issues of law or fact that can overcome the candidate’s failure to comply with
the Winois Election Code. Wherefore, the objector respectfully request that the Candidate be stricken for the office of
State Senator, 41% Legislative District. Respectfully submitted, Odelson & Sterk, Ltd.

Matthew Welch

Burton 5. Odelson

ODELSON & STERK, L TD.
3318 W. 95" Street
Evergreen Park, lllinois 60805
708/424-5678




BEFORE THE ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
ELECTORAL BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF OBIECTIONS BY ) December 22, 2011
)
Michael DeVivo )
)
Petittoner/Objector, JNo. 11 SOEB GP 500
)
V. )
)
Duane Bradley, )
)
Respondent/Candidate )

Motion to Dismiss Objcctor’s Petition and a Motion for a Directed Verdict

1. The objector claims to have an interest in the laws governing the liling of
nomination papers for the office of State Senator 41% Legislative District
{“Office™) and that only qualified candidates appear on the ballot for said Office.

| ]

Paragraph 3 of the Objecror’s Petigion:

The Objector, in fact, has 1o standing to bring forth sueh an objection. This is
based on the grounds that he does not have an intcrest that might be impaired or
impeded by the Candidate’s ¢ppearance on the Ballot nor by any judgment inade
against the Objector’s Petition as a result of his objection and therefore the
Objection should be Dismissed on these grounds alone, He will not suffer in any
Manner.

LS

4. PFurthcrmore, the Electoral Board does not consider an objection such as that
contained in Paragrapn 4 of the Objector’s petition as an acceptable ground on
which to render a decision and the objection is clearly not in compliance with
Appendix A of the Rules of Procedure adopted by the State Board of
Elections. .., winch was provided to the candidates, the abjectors and/or their
atturneys at the hearing on December 20, 2011 at the State Board of Llections.

5. An objection tiled solely on the basis of statutory signature requiretnents will not
result m the petition being invalidated. (Reference: Rules of Procedure adopted by
the State Board of Elections....) Paragraph 4 of the Objector’s Petition is seeking
relicf based upon the number of signatures being outside of the preseribed range
of the 2012 Signature Requircments of qualified and duly registered legal voters
of the 417 State Senate Legislative District.

6. Motion for a Directed Verdict

7. Considering the above paragraphs as justification relating to the dismissal of the
Objector’s Petition, the Objector’s request in the Ohjector’s Petttion in the




Conclusion should be denied as well as the requested ruling since the Objector
clearly has ne Standing since he has provided no clear indication of any dircct
impairment or impediment affecting him. The Ohjector has only attempted to
make one believe he will be impaired or impeded by the Candidate’s filing and
appcarance on the ballot when, in clear fact, hbeyond a reasonable doubt, he ts
clearly not affected by the Candidate’s appearance on the bailot.

8. The candidate requests that the Venfied Objector’s Petition submitted by Michael
DeVivo, Petitioner-Objector, be disnnssed in its entirety based on the fact that the
Objcctor has not shown any dizect impaiment or impediment cue to the
Candidate’s appearance on a ballot,

Reéspzctfully Submitted,

Duane Bradley
Candidate

Dated this 22™ day of December, 2011.




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD
FOR THE HEARING AND PASSING UPON OF OBJECTIONS

Michael DeVivo, )
)

Petitioncr-Objector, )

)

vs, ) No. 11 SOEB GP 500

)

Duane Bradley, )
)

)

Respondent-Candidate.

RESPONSE TO RESPONDENT/CANDIDATE’S MOTION TO DISMISS OBJECTOR’S
PETITION AND A MOTION FOR A DIRECTED VERBICT

NOW COMES, Petitioner-Objector, by and through his attorney, Burton S. Odelson of
Odelson & Sterk, Ltd. and in support of his Reply to Respondent/Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss
Objector’s Petition and a Motion for a Directed Verdict states as follows:

1 The Candidate’s Motion to Dismiss is basically unintelligible.

2. The interest of the Objector is not a matter of legal concern only the statutory
requirements in 5/10-8 need to be complied with regarding the ability to have standing to file the
objections. The Objector meets all of the requirements of the statute.

WHEREFORE, the Objector requests the Objection be granted and the Motion to
Dismiss be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

ODELSON & STERK, LTD.

T "ffﬁ WQB ﬁ 1/7

“Burton §. Odélson

Burton S. Odeslon
ODELSON & STERK, LTD.
3318 W, 95" Street

Evergreen Park, llinois 60805
708/424-5678




BEFORE THE [LLINOIS STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
ELECTORAL BOARD

IN THE MATTER QF OBJECTIONS BY December 27, 2011
Michael DeVivo )

v,

Duane Bradley,

Respondent/Candidate

Petitioner/Objector, yNo. 11 SOEB GP 500

)
}
)
)
)
)
}
)
)
)

RESPONSE TO PETITIONER/OBJECTOR’S MOTION FOR JUDGEMENT (via

1.

tJ

e-mail)

‘The Respondent/Candidate now responds to the Petitioner/Objector’s Motion for
Judgment which was submitted via e-mail. The Petitioner/Objector’s request is
not supported by any eligible Standing nor does it comply with the duly written
and distributed Electoral Board Rules of Procedure, including Appendix A, for
objection hearmgs.

Petitioner/Objector has no Standing because he is not and will not be impeded nor
impaired in any manner by the Candidate’s submission of nomination papers.
Rather, this objection by the Petitioner/Objector is attempting to impede the
Candidate’s appearance on the ballot for the office of State Senator, 41
Legislative District which further supports the Candidate’s Standing regarding the
Motion to Dismiss the Petitioner/Objector’s Petition.

Furthermore, the Petitioner/Objector has not submitted any objection to
Candidate’s Petition falling within the guidelines of the Rules of Procedure -
Appendix A. [tems L. (A.-1) Objections to Individual Signers, I1. (A-H)
Objections to Circulators, or |11, (A, )Miscclianeous Objections which is the basis
on which the Board will render deeisions on objections. (Reference referred to:
Rules of Procedure —Appendix A was distributed to all Objectors. Candidates,
and/or their representatives on December 20. 201 1).

The lack of any Standing on the part of the Petitioner/Objector is supported by the
fact that the other candidate for the Office of State Senator, 41% Legislative

District, who may be the most likely one to file an objection, is not being impeded
nor impaired by the Responder/Candidate and therefore would also lack Standing




h

for a similar objection. The other candidate has not directly filed any objection.

The Respondent/Candidate respectfully requests the Electoral Board moves to
support the Respondent/Candidate’s Motion 1o Dismiss the Petitioner/Objector’s
Petition for one or more of the following reasons. The Petitioner/Objector’s
request fails a Standing test as well as fails to comply with the Electoral Board
Rules of Procedure Appendix A adopted by the Beard of Llections December 20,
2011 which indicates the objections eligible for the Electoral Board to hear.




Duane Bradley,

BEFORE THE ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS
ELECTORAL BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF OBJECTIONS BY ) December 29, 2011
)
Michael DeVivo )
)
Petitioner/Oector, ) No. 11 SOEB GP 500
)
v, )
)
)
}
)

Respondent/Candidate

CANDIDATE'S REPLY TO OBJECTOR’'S RESPONSE TG CANDIDATE'S MOTION
TO DISMISS OBJECTOR'S PETITION AND A MOTION FOR A DIRECTED
VERDICT

).

2

Paragraph 1. on Objector’'s Response 10... Verdiet does not merit 4 reply since
nowhere 35 it required that the Respondent/Objector is responsible to respond to
one’s level of comprehension.

Now the Petittoner/Objector hrings up the mterest of the Objector in the statutory
requirements of 5/10-8, which 1s stated in paragraph 2. of the Introduction of the
Verified Objector’s Petition. which “is that of a voter destrous that the laws
soverning the filing of nomination papers for the office of State Senator, 41
Legislative District, ("Office™) are properly complied with, and that only qualified
candidates” |note the plurality of candidate — candidates] “appeur on the ballot for
said office.”

The basis of Mr. DeVivo's Objcction to only have qualified candidates [plural] to
appear on the ballot is only a fallacy i that an examination of the records on the
lllinois Stale Board of Elcctions (ISBoE) wehsite indicates that the Objector’s
interest lacks fulfillment, The ISBoE website shows the fuct that he neither
submitted a request to view or get a copy of the Respondent/Candidate petitions
nor the nomination petitions for the only other candidate “for the office of State
Senator, 41" Legislative District, (*Office™)” for which the Objector professes he
has an interest in that “only qualified candidates™ [note the plurality of candidate
— candidates] “appcar on the ballot for said office.”

The Petitionar/Ohjector never suhmitted a Reguest o View Gr Copy the
nomination petition of the only other candidate for the office of State Senator. 41*




10.

Legislative District to fulfill his stated mission “that only qualificd candidates™
[note the plurality of candidate — candidates] “appear on the ballot for said
office.” In order to knew that the other candidate was a valid “qualified”
candidate, he would have to have reguested to “View Or Copy” the other
candidate(s) nomination pelition to see what was actually submitied. The 1ISBoE
website indicates that that did not occur. [See Attachment A and B for those
requesting o View/Copy nomination pentions. |

The ISBoE website shows that only a Ryan Cudney made a Request To View Or
Copy Petitions of Respondent/Candidate.

Ryan Cudney, who Requested to View Or Copy Petttions of the
Respondent/Candidate, but did not file an objection to the Respondent/Candidate
nomination papers, appears on the ISBoF wehsite as 4 the Assistant Treasurer for
the Chairwoman (the enly other candidate for the office of State Senator, 417
Legislative District) of the Republican State Senate Campaign Committee.

As cun be seen in Altachinent A the only individual to VIEW/COPY the
nomination petition of the other candidate was this Respondent/Candidate and
theretore the Petitioner/Objector has no idea as to the nomination papers filed by
the other candidate.

Rvan Cudney is also the notary which notarized the Objector’s petition, It appears
as though it is Ryan Cudney rather than Mr. De Vivo that has the real vested
interest in the outcome of the Verificd Objector’s Petition filed by Mr. DeVivo.

While reviewing the OTHER candidate’s nomination papers as a courtesy for
Petitioner/Objector for the office of State Senator, 417 Legislative District. Sheet
13 of the other candidate’s nomination papers clearly includes a “Deletion” of a
signature which is required to be initaled by the individual Delcting the signature
line according to the requircments for submission of petitions. This petition Sheet
Number {3 FAILS to comply with such requirement. 10 ILCS 5/7-10, 8-8, 10-3.

The nomination papers submitted by the other candidate named on the perition
also FAILED to file 2« CERTIFICATE OF DELETIONS 10 I1LCS 5/7-10, 8-8, 10-
3 rendering the filing of the OTHER Candidate’s petition invalid and should be
stricken from the ballot for the office of State Senator, 417 Lepislative District
since Mr. DeVivo is adamani in “desirous that the laws governing the filing of
nomination papers for the office of State Senaror, 41™ Legislatve District.
("Office™) are properly complied with, and that only qualified candidates” [note
the plurality of candidate — candidates| “appear on the ballot for said oftice.”
[Note in [ ] added]. [See Attachment C z PDF in the e-mail attuchments section|.

. This cursory review made as a courtesy for the Petitioner/Objector 15 1ot compiete

by any means but has such ether questions as to why no two (2) of the two or




13.

14.

16.

17.

three(3} signatures of one Thomas Meaden appearing on the petition as Signature
of Voter and Signature of Circulator are any where near matching.

. Canclusion

The Petitioner/Objector failed o substuantiate his basic inlerest in submitting this
objection because he failed 1o review all candidates for the office of State Senator,
41" Legislative District as stated in the Verified Objector’s Petition, Introduction
paragraph 2.

The petitioner fails the residency test required to file an objection since the
Petitioner/Objector residence is in Will County and the Verified Objector’s
Petition, Objections paragraph 4. is clearly objecting to “numination papers for
Statc Scnator, 417 Legislative District, Cook County - not Wili County which is
the political subdivision where he resides, Sec Attachment D from public
documents supporting Will County residency.

. The Petilioner/Objector brings up the upholding of statutory requirements,

therefore, the Petitioner/Objcctor must be required to uphold the statutory
requirements as well including his interest in the objection which is reguired as a
statutory requirement. 10 1ILCS 5/10-8 B., failure to reside in the political
subdivision for which he 15 seeking relief (Cook County), therefore lacks standing
for an Objection to a nominating petition (Morton v. State Officers Electoral Bd.,
App. 4 Dist. 2000 111.Dee. 605, 311 . App.3d 982, 726 N.E.2d 201).

The Petitioner/Objector alse failed 1o provide any evidence supporting the claim
in the Vertfied Objector’s Petition - Objections paragraph 4. that the “nomination
papers for State Senator, 41™ Legislative District, Cook Counnty, to be voted on at
the Election to be hetd March 20, 2012, must contain the signatures not fewer
than 1000 duly qualified. registered and legal voters of said district collected in a
manner prescribed by law.” [Note: Some of the other candidate’s petitions were
observed in an enclosed entry area of a business establishment on a table with a
sign requesting individuals 10 sign peuttions of various candidates. ]

Wherefore, the Respondent/Candidate respectfuliy (1) requests Lhe Motion to
Disiniss be granted, (2) requests the name of Duanc Bradley to appear on the
printed ballat for election to the office of State Senator. 41 Legislative District
for all counties in the State Senate 41™ Legislative District, and (3 in support of
the Petitioner/Objector who is “desitous that the laws governing the filing of
nomination papers for the office of Stale Sepator. 417 Legislative District,
(“Office™) are properlv complied with, and that only gualified candidates appear
on the ballot for said office” requests Board of Elections and/or Electoral Board
conduct a review the nomination papers of the other candidate for sufficiency of
submission stnee it lacks statutory requirements relevant o Deletions and
Certification of Delctions as stated earlier and rule that the name of Christing
Radogno shali not appear and not be printed on the hallot for election to the office




of State Scnator, 41™ Legislative District to be voted for at the Primary election to
be held on Muarch, 2012.
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CHRISTINE RADOGNO
13559 CAMBRIDGE DRIVE
LEMONT, IL 60439

REPUBLICAN PARTY
Filed: 11/28/2011 8:00 AM

Status: Active
11/28/2011 8:00 AM

Requests To View Or Copy Petitions

Requestor ViewCopy

BRADLEY, DUANE
11 §.300 SARATOGA AVE.  12/20/2011 10:47 AM
LEMONT. IL 60439

Illincis Armber Alert « National Center for Missing and Exploited Children « Privacy

Statement
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Candidate Detail

DUANE BRADLEY {Obj. Pending)
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415T SENATE

115300 SARATOGA AVENUE
LEMONT, IL 60439




REPUBLICAN PARTY
Filed: 12/5/2011 2:06 PM

Status: Active
12/5/2011 2:06 PM

Objections

Name  Objection Time Status
DeVIVO V BRADLEY 12//2011 11:45 AM PENDING

Requests To View Or Copy Petitions

Requestor ViewCopy

CUDNEY, RYAN
2731 SOUTH MACARTHUR BLVD SUITE 200 12/5/2011 3:43 PM
SPRINGFIELD, IL 62704

Illincis Amber alart « National Center for Missing and Expicited Children « Privacy

Statement




Attachment C - See e-mail Attachments Section

Attachment DD

Will County Treasurer - Illinois
302 N. Chicago St.. Jolet, IL 60432
2010 Levy Real Estate Tax Inquiry
** Mortgage companies and banks must submit one check per PIN **
NO PERSONAL CHECKS AFTER OCTOBER 6, 2011

Permanent Index Number

(PIN) Township Tax Code Tax Rate  Acres
16-05-05-105-011-0000 HOMER 1635 6.639%
Owner [nfort!:lation Assessed Value Total Tax Amount
DE VIVQO MICHAEL H IR . ,1 83
TR 13409 83.137 5,121.82
DE VIVO MARCIA A Exemptions Property Address
15653 W JANAS DR 6,000 15658 W JANAS DR

HOMER GLEN IL 60491

HOMER GLEN 60491




10 ILCS 5/7-10, 8-8, 1C-3 Suggested
Revised July, 2004
SBE No. P-2A

CERTIFICATION OF DELETIONS
! . Candidate or Circulator {circie one) do hereby certify that |

have proberly initialed the deletions of signatures, listed hereinafter by page and line numbers, from the petition of
(Name of Candidate) who is a candidate for etection or nomination

(circle ore) to the office of at the Election to be
held on (date of eiection).
L Page No. Line No. Page No. Line No. Page No. Line No.

1 1 1

{Signature of Person Deleting Signatures}

behalfthe pettion is circuiated, may strike any signature from the
petiton.  If deletions are made, this CERTIFICATION OF
CELETIONS shail he filed as part of the petition.

Only the person circulating the petition, or the candidate on whose ’

]




Zurek v. Saviano
11 SOEB GP 501

Candidate: Angelo “Skip™ Saviano

Office: State Representative. 77" Dist.

Party: Republican

Objector: Kenneth P. Zurek

Attorney For Objector: Kenneth Zurek, pro se
Attorney For Candidate: Andrew Raucci
Number of Signatures Required: 500
Number of Signatures Submitted: 1,502
Number of Signatures Objected to:

Basis of Objection: The Objector challenges the sufficiency of the signatures presented in the
Candidate’s nominating petitions because four of his petition circulators werc Democratic precinct
captains who circulated petitions sheets for a Democratic candidate for Circuit Court Judge. The Objector
alleges a pattern of [raud and false swearing by the four circulators in that their circulator affidavits were
false, untrue and perjurious because the circulators swore that the persons signing the pctitions on behalf
of the Democratic candidate were qualified voters of the Democratic party but then executed circulator
affidavits on behalf of the Republican candidate Saviano in which they swore that the very same
individuals were qualified voters of the Republican Party.  Additionally, the Objector claims that the
Candidatc is not a qualified primary voter of the Republican Party because of the Candidate’s aftiliations
with the Democratic Party. which include campaign contributions to and endorsement of a Democratic
Committeeman and utilizing Democratic petition circulators,

Dispositive Motions: Candidate’s Motion to Strike and Dismiss the Objector’s Petition, Objector’s
Response to Candidate’s Motion to Strike and Dismiss the Objector’s Petition, Candidate’s Reply to
Objector’s Response 1o Candidate’s Motion to Strike and Dismiss the Objector’s Petition

Binder Check Necessary: No
Hearing Officer: Phil Krasny

Hearing Officer Findings and Recommendation: Evidencc indicates that the four circulators averrcd
that the persons signing the nomination petitions for a Democratic candidate were “qualified voters of the
Democratic Party™ and then averred that those same signers were “qualified voters of the Republican
Party™ when they signed nomination petitions for the Republican Candidate. This conduct demonstrates a
pattern of fraud which requires that all petition sheets circulated by the four circulators be stricken. This
would disqualify 107 signatures, however. even when stricken, the Candidate has 1.383 signatures
remaining. which is more than the 500 signatures required to remain on the ballot. (Per SBE Rule. the
additional 2 signatures over the 1,500 limit arc not counted toward the total number of valid signatures.)




Bascd upon himited legislation and case law (which restricts party switching in two areas: signing a
petition and being a candidate of more than one party), a reviewing court is likely to determine that the
Objector’s general altegations regarding the Candidate’s current and prior affiliation with the Democratic
Party, coupled with the abscnce of any direct evidence that the Candidate was aware of the circulator
irregutaritics committed by four of his fifty-three circutators, is an insufficient basis for questioning the
Candidate™s constitutional right to switch his party attiliation (other than the two areas mentioned above)
in the current clection cycle and run as a Republican.

Accordingly, the Hearing Officer finds that the Candidate has a sufficient number of signatures on his
nomlinating petitions to appear on the ballot as a Republican candidate for the office of State
Representative in the 77" District and recommends that the objection be denied and that the Candidate’s
name be certified for the ballot.

The Hearing Officer further recommends that the vertfied allegations of perjury commitied by the four
circulators be referred 1o the Cook County State’s Attorney.

Recommendation of the General Counsel: | concur with the recommendation of the Hearing Officer.




BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

KENNETH ZUREK )
Petitioner-Objector )

)

)

VS. 11 SOEB 501
ANGELO “SKIP” SAVIANO )

Respondent- Candidate )
)

HEARING OFFICER'S FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Candidate, ANGELO “SKIP” SAVIANQ, (“the Candidate™) secks the
nomination of the Republican Party for the office of Representative in the General
Assembly 77" District, and has filed nominating petitions to be placed on the ballot for
the primary election scheduled for March, 20, 2012.

Objector, KENNETH ZUREK, (“Objector”) has [iled certain objections to those
nominating petitions.

The State Board of Elections ("SBOE") appointed Philip Krasny as the hearing
officer to conduct a hearing on the objections to the nominating petitions and present
recommendations to the SBOE.

At an initial case management conference held on December 21, 2011, the parties
were given time to file motions. The parties also agreed that no binder check was
required.

The Candidate, thereafter, [iled a Motion to Strike and Dismiss. The Objector filed
a Response and the Candidate filed a Reply. Additionally, at the Request of the Hearing

Officer, the parties prepared a “Stipulation of Agreed Facts™.




On January 3, 2012, a hearing on the objections to the nominating petitions was
conducted at the offices of the State Board of Election, Chicago, [llinois. At the hearing
the Candidate was represented by Andrew Raucci, and the Objector appeared pro se.
PLEADINGS

The Objector challenges the sufficiency of the signatures presented in the
Candidate’s nominating petitions and claims that the nominating petitions fail to comply
with the requirements of the Election Code. Specifically, the Objector claims that The
Candidatc is not a Republican. Rather, the Objector contends that the Candidate is, in
reality, “a Democrat”, running as a Republican. Accordingly, the Objector seeks to have
the Candidate’s name eliminated from the Republican primary ballot.

In support of his position, the Objector claims that William S. Ryan, John P.
[.agioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph Lauro, who circulated nominating petitions for
the Candidate, were Democratic precinct captains who also circulated petition sheets for
Terry Gallagher, a Democratic candidate for Judge of the Circuit Court of Cook County
Iliinois 4th Judicial Sub circuit. Objector further alleges that

‘The Nomination Papers contain petition sheets of circulators William S. Ryan,
John . l.agioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joscph Lauro which evidence a
pattern of fraud and (alse swearing invalidating all their petition sheets in that
their cireulators affidavits were false, untruc, and perjurious becausc they swore
that the persons signing the petitions on behalf of Terry Gallagher were qualified
voters of the Democratic Party and also then executed circulators aftidavits on
behalf of Angleo "Skip" Saviano that the very samc persons werce qualificd
voters of the Republican Party.

Additionally, Objector claims that:

7. The Nomination Papers do not truthfully allege and sct forth the qualifications
of the candidate in the following ways:

(a) that Saviano is a Republican in name only;




(b) that Saviano being a “Republican” is a fiction created to hide
from the voters and the Democratic process his true
affiliation which is Democratic;

(¢) that Saviano has given money and support to the Democratic
Committeeman of Leyden Township Barrett Pedersen;

(d) that Saviano has endorsed the Democratic Committeeman of
Leyden Township Barrett Pedersen over the Republican Daniel Pritchett;

(¢) that Saviano has refused to endorse the Republican Daniel
Pritchett for office bui instead endorsed Barrett Pedersen the Democratic

Committeeman of Leyden Township; and

(f) that Democratic precinct captains of Barrett Pedersen have
circulated Saviano's Nomination Papers.

Finally, the Objector contends (in his Response) that the Candidate was not a
“qualified primary voter of the Republican Party™.

The Candidate filed a Motion to Strike, as well as a Reply, wherein he cites
Tossfeld v. State Board of Elections, 238 111.2d 418, (2010), and states that he met the
statutory requirements of the Republican Party. Additionally, the Candidate coniends
that, even if the disputed signatures were eliminated from his nominating pctitions, he
would still have more than the 500 required {o be a Republican legislative candidate in
the March primary.

AGREED STIPULATED FACTS

. That One ITundred Fifty-Two (152) is the number of nomination petition sheets
submitted hy Candidate Angelo Skip Saviano.

2. That the number of nomination petition sheet signatures submitted by Candidate Angelo
"SKip" Saviano is One Thousand I'ive Hundred and Two (1,502).

3. That Randall Petersen circutated petition sheet 111 tor Candidate Angelo "Skip” Saviano.

4. That Saviano petition sheet 111 has cight (8) signatures.




5. That William S. Ryan circulated petition shects 61 and 78 for Candidate Angelo "Skip"
Saviano.

6. That Saviano petition sheet 61 has Ten (10) signatures
7.That Saviano petition sheet 78 has Ten (10) signatures.

8.That John P. lagiola, Jr. circulated petition sheet 24 for Candidate Angelo "Skip"
Saviano.

9. That Saviano petition sheel 24 has Ten (10) signatures.

10. That Joseph Lauro circulated petition sheets 59, 62, 65, 70, 76, 79 and 130 for
Candidate Angelo "Skip" Saviano.

1. That Saviano petition sheets 59, 62, 65, 70, 76, and 79 each has Ten (10) signatures.
12 That Saviano petition sheet 130 has Nine (9) signatures.

13 That Randall Petersen circulated petition sheets numbered 100 and 101 for
Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher.

14, That William s. Ryan circulated petition sheet numbered 65 for Democratic
Candidate Terry Gallagher.

15. That John P. Lagiola, Jr. circulated petition sheet numbered 67 for Democratic
Candidate Terry Gallagher.

16. That Joseph Lauro circulated petition sheets numbered 78, 79, 80, 81, 89, 90 and 91 for
Democratic Candidate 1erry Gallagher.

17 That Barrett Pedersen is the Democratic Committecman of Teyden Township.

18, Francis Grieashamer is the Treasurer of the Village of Franklin Park, a political
appointee to that position by Mayor Barrett Pedersen, a trustee of the Franklin Park
Public Library, on the Franklin Park Zoning Board ol Appeals appointed thereto by
Bairett Pedersen, the Chairman of the political action commuittee "Friends of Barrett F.
Pedersen”, the Treasurer of the political committee the Democratic Party of Leyden
Township, the campaign manager of Barrett Pedersen's campaign when he ran for
Mayor of the Village I'ranklin Park, and Barrett Pedersen's long time key political
operative,

19, That Saviano has given maney and support to the Democratic Committeeman of
Leyden Township, Barett Pedersen

20. "That Daniel Pritchet 1s Republican




22. That Saviano endorsed and worked for Barrett Pedersen’s candidates for village
trustee of Franklin Park along with Democrat Don Harmon.

23. That Randall Petersen, William S. Ryan, John P. Lagiola Jr. and Joseph Lauro are
part of Barreit Pedersen’s Democratic Organization and are commonly considered
“precinct captains”

24. Joseph Lauro is the Department Head of the Streets, Water and Sewer Department
of the Village of Franklin Park and a political appointee to that position by Barrett
Pedersen.

25. Randy Petersen is a current trustee of the Village of Franklin Park, and the former
retired chief of police of the Village of Franklin Park

26. That Saviano petition sheets described in Paragraphs 3 through 12 contain a total of
107 signatures, If such signatures were found to be invalid, the nominating petitions
would contain at least 1,383 signatures (excluding two signatures whose bring the total
number of signatures over 1,500, the statutory maxinum) or 833 over the statutory
minirmum of 500

27. That there were 53 circulators who circulated Saviano nominating petitions,

ANALYSIS
The issues in this case are:
I Whether the Objector has established a “pattern of fraud” involving the
nominating petitions of the Candidate and, if so, what remedy is available to the
Board;
II. Whether the Candidate is a qualified primary voter of the Republican Party.

I. Whether the Objector has established a “pattern of fraud” involving the
nominating petitions of the Candidate and, if so, what remedy is available to the

Courts have applied concept of “pattern of fraud” to the Election Code for several
years. Fortas v. Dixon, 122 1. App.3d 697 (1984), luskey v. Municipal Officers
Electoral Board, 156 1l App.3d 201, 509 N.E.2d 555 (1987). Canter v. Cook County
Officers Electoral Board, 170 1. App.3d 364, 523 N.E.2d 1299 (1988), and Mirchell v

Cook County Officer Election Board 399 111, App.3d 18 (2010)




In Fortas v. Dixon, 122 11, App.3d 697 (1984), the electoral board was presented
with an objection which contended, inter alia, that certain of the signaturcs on the
candidate's nominating petitions were invalid. During a hearing on the objections,
cvidenee was uncovered that someone other than the person signing the circulator's oath
had, in fact, circulated certain of the sheets of the petition. Fortas, 122 111 App.3d at 699-
700. In holding that the electoral board had a right to strike, on that basis, a sheet to
which the objcctor had not specifically objected, the appellate court observed that "when
in the course of hearing objections to nominating papers, evidence beyond specific
objections comes to the clectoral board's attention, it cannot close its eyes and ears if
evidence is relevant to the protection of the electoral proeess.” Fortas, 122 1. App.3d at
701.

In Fluskey v. Municipal Officers Electoral Board, 156 H1. App.3d 201(1987), an
objection was filed claiming that ccrtain specified signaturcs in the candidates
nomination pchitions were invalid. During the course of a heartng, cvidence was
presented that that the circulator permitted individuals to sign the names of family
members who were not present, and that someonc other than the affiant presented the
petition 1o signers. Thus, il was undisputed that the voters did not sign "in their own
proper person only." and the electoral board invalidated signaturcs other than thosc
specified in the objection. Huskey, 156 11l App.3d at 203-204,

The appellate court, relying upon Fortas, upheld the electoral board's right to
consider evidence relating to the validity of signatures other than thosc challenged in the
objection and held that the “evidence constitutes a pattern of disrcgard for the mandatory

requircments of the Election Code and affects the integrity of the political process. The




fact that the circulator misunderstood her instructions or was not properly instructed and

thus did not have fraudulent intent does not alter our holding.” Huskey, 156 lil. App.3d at

205.

Election laws exist to preserve the integrity of our

government. (Glenn v. Radden (1984), 127 Tll. App.3d 712,

469 N.E.2d 616.) Before a candidate is denied a place on the ballot,
the rights of both the candidate and the voters must be weighed

in the balance. (Anderson v. Schneider (1977), 67 111.2d 165,

365 N.E.2d 900.) In addition, the State's interest in regulating
elections must be recognized. The crucial question is whether it

is conceivable that removing the candidate from the ballot has a
rational relationship to a legitimate governmental objective.
Havens v. Miller (1981), 102 111 App.3d 558,

The general purpose ol the Election Code's signature
requirements is to provide an orderly procedure by which
qualified persons seeking public officc may enter elections. (See
Lewis v, Dunne (1976), 63 111.2d 48, 344 N.E.2d 443.) The
petittons signed by electors are intended to serve a particular
purpose. The primary purposc of the signature requirement is fo
reduce the electoral process to manageable proportions by
confining ballot positions to a relatively small number of
candidates who have demonstrated initiative and at least a
minimal appeal to eligible voters. (Merz v. Volberding (1981),

94 1. App.3d 1111, 419 N.E.2d 628.) The obvious purpese of the
requircment that each person may only sign his or her own name is
to provide an accurate showing of the candidate’s support in the
community.

In Canter v. Cook County Officers Electoral Board, 170 111, App.3d 364, 523

N.IL2d 1299 (1988), the objector alleged that certain of the circulators’ signatures

appeatine on the candidate's nominating petitions were not genuine and that certain of the
Pl g gp £

ather circujators’ affidavits were false and perjurious, thereby reducing the number of

valid signatures appearing on the petitions below the statutory minimum. Canter, 170 [l

App.3d at 366. Citing Fortas and Husky, the court held that when the sheets of a

nominating petition submitted by purported circulated cvidence a pattern of {raud, false




swearing and total disregard for the mandatory requirements of the Election Code the
sheets purportedly circulated by that individual should be stricken in their entirety.
Canter, 170 111, App.3d 364, 368.

In Mitchell v Cook County Officer Election Board 399 111. App.3d 18 (2010), the
Candidate, McGrath, initiated a candidacy for the office of judge of the circuit court of
Cook County by submitting nominating papers to the Electoral Board.

Mitchell filed objections to McGrath's nominating papers. The objector's petition
set forth numerous alleged violations of the Election Code, however, the majority of the
allegations centered upon the petition sheets, challenging the validity and genuineness of
the signatures and addresses contained thereon, clatming irregularities as to the signing of
the petitions by a notary public, and alleging “a pattern of fraud and disregard of the
Election Code."

The Board took testimony on Mitchell's allegation that some of the circulators did
not appear in person before a notary public. Based upon the testimony presented, the
Board determined it was "proper and well within its power lo sirike all of the sheets
circulated by [McGrath] and/or notarized by Ms. Browning.”

The Board noted the unique circumstance presented where: "[McGrath| was
running as part of a licket and the petition has thousands ol valid signaturcs coliected by
the other candidates on the tickel and their supporters, who are accused ol no wrong-
doing. Bach of these signatures supports the McGrath candidacy, independent of and
separate from any act on her part, A candidacy is not the exclusive property of the
candidate, even if he or she stands to gain the most from it. A candidacy is an expression

of the popular will, of the signers of the petition, as well as of the candidate. These




signers may well be disheartened should they learn of what [McGrath] has done, but they
will be able to express themselves as to that at the polls.” Furthermore, the Board
concluded that the case law dictated that the proper course of action was to strike those
petition sheets tainted by the misconduct.

Mitchell sought review in the circuit court of Cook County. The circuit court
affirmed the Board's decision as not being against the manifest weight of the evidence
and not clearly erroncous.

Mitchell then filed an expedited appeal and argued that the Board crred where 1t
inter alia, failed to terminate McGrath's candidacy in its entirety

On that issue, the court reviewed Section 10-10 of the Election Code, which sets
out the Board's function and limitations in reviewing nominating petitions, and
determined that the Board's decision, in light of thc misconduct and irrcgularities in the
petitions, was to strike those petitions tainted by the improper notarizations, over and
above those objections previously sustained.

In arriving at this conclusion, the court reviewed Forras v. Dixon, 122 111, App. 3d
697, 462 N.E.2d 615(1984); Huskey v. Municipal Officers Elecioral Board 156 H1. App.
3d 201, 509 N.E.2d 555 (1987); and Camter v. Cook County Officers Electoral Board,
170 Til. App. 3d 364, 523 N.IE.2d 1299(1988) and agreed that the Board was only
cmpowered to strike the tainted signatures and, if cnough signatures remained, the
Candidate should remain on the ballot.

The clear teaching of these cases is in harmony with the action taken by the Board

as to McGrath's candidacy. Contrary to Mitchell's contention, nothing in the

record compels the conclusion that the Board was somchow required to terminate

MecGrath's candidacy. While the record demonstrates a pattern of irregularities

rclated directly to McGrath and Browning, no such pattern was shown as 1o the
entire unjverse of the nominating petitions. Moreover, Mitclicll has not offered a




basis in the Board's enabling statutes or in the law for such a requirement. As

noted, the function of the Board is to determine whether the nominating papers

are valid and if the objections ought to be sustained. Secl0 1LCS 5/10-10 (West

2008). In the absence of evidence that the nominating papers were invalid or the

presence of sufficient objections to warrant termination of the candidacy, we

discern no legal basis authorizing the Board to terminate a candidacy.

In the present case, the sustained objections, while significant, nonetheless left

McGrath with a sufticient number of signatures to support her candidacy.

Moreover, we agree with the Board's observation that McGrath's presence on a

ticket with other candidates presented a unique situation, Her candidacy was, in

fact, supported by signatures gathered by countiess other people who werc not
accused of wrongdoing.

The common denominator in the aforementioned cases locused on whether, after
striking those nominating petitions based upon a “pattern of fraud”, there was a sufficient
number of valid signatures on the remaining petitions to satisfy the statutory minimum.
Accordingly, even if the signatures of circulators are struck based upon a “pattern of
fraud”, it appears that, under existing case law, the Board 1s only authorized to strike the
signatures circulated by those circulators. If sufficient sighaturcs remain, the candidate’s
name should not be stricken from the ballot.

In the instant case, the evidence indicates that circulators William S, Ryan, John
P. Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph Lauro averred that the persons signing the
nomination petitions for a Democratic candidate, Terry Gallagher, were “qualified voters
of the Democratic Party”, and then averred that those same sighors were “qualified voters
of the Republican Party” when they signed nominations petitions for Angelo Saviano.
Clearly, such conduct demonstrates a “pattern of fraud™ which requires that  all
nominating petitions circulated by the four circulators be stricken. However, ceven if
stricken, the Candidate has 1,383 remaining signaturcs, which is mwore than the 500

sighatures required to remain on the ballot.

IL. Whether the Candidatc is a qualified primary voter of the Republican Party.
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The second issuc raised by the Objector in the insltant case concerns the
Candidate’s “Statement of Candidacy” wherein the Candidate affirmed that he was “a
qualified Primary voter of the Republican Party”. This issue was recently addressed by
the Supreme Court in Hossfeld v. State Board of Elections, 238 111.2d 418, (2010}, a
case which, like the instant case, concerned the party-switching restrictions on political
candidates for the General Assembly under the Election Code (10 ILCS 5/8-8 (West
2008)).

The relevant facts in Hossfeld were not in dispute. In February 2009, Steven
Rauschenberger, who had historically voted a Republican ballot in primary clections,
voted a Democratic ballot in the consolidated primary election in Elgin Township.
Rauschenberger's sister was running for Democratic township trustee. The general
township election, for which that primary was held, took place in April 2009. Six months
later, in October 2009, Rauschenberger filed nomination papers seeking the Republican
nomination for the office of State Senator of the 22nd Legislative District for the
February 2, 2010, general primary election.

Pursuant 1o section 8-8 of the Eleetion Code (10 1LCS 5/8-8 (West 2008)),
Rauschenberger's nomination papers included a sworn "statement of candidacy" which
stated, in relevant part, that Rauschenberger was a "qualilied primary voter ol the
Republican Party.”

Prior to the general primary election, I'rederick J. Hossfeld {iled an objector’s
petition chatlenging Rauschenberger's eligibility to run as a Republican candidate.
Hossfeld argued that Rauschenberger's statement of candidacy falsely stated that he was a

"qualificd primary voter of the Republican Party." Relying on Cullerton v. Du Page

Y|




County Officers Electoral Board, 384 111. App. 3d 989 (2008), Hossfcld maintained that
because Rauschenberger had voted as a Democrat at the most recent primary election
preceding the filing of his nomination papers, his status was "locked" as a Democratic
primary votcr until he voted in the February 2010 general primary election.

The State Board of Elections, sitting as the State Officers Electoral Board,
appointed a hearing cxaminer who, relying on the Cullerton case, recommended that
Hossfeld's objcction be sustained. The Board's general counsel concurred. A subsequent
vote by the eight-member Board, however, resulted in a tie vote. Because a majority vote
is required to invalidate nomination papers (10 ILCS 5/10-10 (West 2008)),
Rauschenberger's name remained on the ballot for the February 2010 gencral primary
election pending judicial review in the eircuit court of Cook County.

In an expedited appeal, the appellate court affirmed, over a dissent.398 1ll. App.
3d 737. The appellate majority held that the Election Code "no longer provides express
time limitations on party-switching for candidates," and that Rauschenberger was a
qualified primary voter of the Republican Party. 398 1ll. App. 3d at 743,

On appeal to the Supreme Court, Hossfeld argued that, pursuant to Cullerfon,
Rauschenberger was not a "qualified primary voter of the Republican Party” hecause he
voted a Democratic ballot in "the most recent primary election preceding the filing of
[his] statement of candidacy.” and he was thus "locked” as a Democratic primary voter
until he voted in the 2010 general primary election. Cullerton, 384 111, App. 3d at 996.
[ossfeld maintained that no significance attached to the fact that the Democratic ballot
he voted was in a consolidated or local election, which was completed prior to

Rauschenberger filing his nomination papers for a statewide office.
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Rauschenberger responded that the General Assembly had climinated the "lock
out" provisions in the Election Code. which were held unconstitutional under Kusper v.
Ponitikes, 414 U.S. 51, 38 L. Ed. 2d 260,94 S. Ct. 303 (1973); Sperling v. County Officers
Electoral Board,57 1. 2d 81 (1974)), and that under the current Election Code,
Rauschenberger property declared himself a qualified primary voter of the Republican
Party. Accordingly, Rauschenberger maintained that his Democratic vote in the 2009
conselidated election in Elgin Township did not preclude him from declaring himself a
qualified primary voter of the Republican Party in his nomination papers for the 2010
general primary election.

The Supreme Court agreed with Rauschenberger. In arriving at its holding, the
court tracked the pertinent cases, as well as the legislative history of the Election Code
which, at one time, contained a two-year restriction on party-switching applicable to three
separate categories 1) voters, 2) signers of nomination petitions, and 3) candidates.

The Hossfeld court explained that the Elcction Code had at one time precluded a
person to vote at a primary election if he had voted at the primary election of another
political party within the preceding 23 months. 1lL. Rev. Stat. 1971, ch. 46, par. 7-43(d).
Section 7-10 contained a similar restriction applicable to signers of nominating petitions
for primary elections and candidates for nomination in such primary elections. Section 7-
10 required that nonmnating petitions shall be signed by "qualified primary clectors," and
that candidates, in their nomination petitions, must swear that he or she "is a qualified
primary voter of the party to which the petition relates.” 1. Rev. Stat. 1971, ch. 46, par.
7-10. For purposes of determining eligibility to sign a nomination petition or to be a

candidate, section 7-10 provided, in relevant part, that a "qualified primary elector” of a
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party "is an elector who has not requested a primary ballot of any other party at a primary
election held within 2 years of the date on which the petition must be filed." Iil. Rev. Stat.
1971, ¢h. 46, par. 7-10. For purposes of determining eligibility to sign a nomination
petition or to be a candidate, section 7-10 provided, in relevant part, that a "qualified
primary clector” of a party "is an elector who has not requested a primary ballot of any
other party at a primary election held within 2 years of the date on which the petition
must be filed.” Ill. Rev. Stat. 1971, ch. 46, par. 7-10.

The Hossfeld court noted that restrictions on party-switching set forth in section
7-10 were mirrored in article 8 of the Election Code, which governed nominations of
members of the General Assembly. Section 8-8 required a candidate to swear, in his or
her statement of candidacy, that he or she is a "qualified primary voter of the party to
which the petition relates." For purposes of determining eligibility to sign a nomination
petition or to be a candidate under article 8. a "qualified primary elector” was defined in
releyvant part as "an elector who has not requested a primary ballot of any other parly ata
primary election held within 2 years of the date on which the petition must be filed." IH.
Rev. Stat. 1971, ch. 46, par. 8-8.

In tracking the demise of the aforementioned legislation, the HHossfeld court noted
that in Kusper v. Pontikes, 414 U.S. 51, 38 .. Ed. 2d 260, 94 S. Ct. 303(1973), the United
Sates Supreme Court heid that the restriction against party-switching by voters contained
in scction 7-43(d) unconstitutionally infringed on the right of {rce political association
protected by the first and fourteenth amendments.

Onc year after the Kusper decision was entered, the Hossfeld court noted that it

decided Sperling v. County Officers Electoral Board,57 11, 2d 81 (1974). Based upon the




reasoning in Kusper, the two-year no-switch rule applicable to voters who wish to sign
primary nominating petitions, set forth in section 7-10 was no longer operative.
Sperling 57 1. 2d at 84.

The Hossfeld court acknowledged that in Speriing, it also considered the
continuing viability of the two-year no-switch rule applicable to candidates in primary
elections. In Sperling, the court observed that the "standards governing party changes by
candidates should be more restrictive than those relating to voters generally," and that
"the restriction on candidates could be upheld against constitutional challenge.” Sperling,
57 111, 2d at 84, 86. However, in deciding Sperling, the Court concluded that because the
party-switching restrictions upon the three categories of voters were so closely related,
the General Assembly would not have enacted the portion relating to candidates apart
from some restrictions upon voters generally, and upon voters who sign primary
nomination petitions, Sperfing, 57 1ll. 2d at 86. "In these circumstances the restrictions
upon candidates cannot be considered independent and severable from the invalid
portions of the plan." Sperling, 57 [1}. 2d at 86. (Latcr the Supreme Court clarified that,
in the absence of amendatory legislation, the effect of the decisions in Kusper and
Sperling was to "render inoperable”" the two-year parly-switching restrictions. Dooley v.
McGillicudy, 63 111. 2d 54, 60 (1976)).

The Hossfeld court obscrved that the General Assembly, tn 1990, amended
sections 7-10 and 8-8 of the Tlection Code. See Pub. Act 86-1348, § 2, eff. Scptember 7,
1990, Though retaining the requirement that a candidate must swear that he or she is a
"qualified primary voter of the party to which the nomination petition relates,” the

Gieneral Assembly deleted the definition of "gualified primary clector.” In so doing, the
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General Assembly deleted the two-year no-switch rule. After amendment, sections 7-10
and 8-8 stated simply that "[a] "qualified primary elector’ of a party may not sign petitions
for or be a candidate in the primary of more than one party." Pub. Act 86-1348, § 2, eff.
September 7, 1990.

The Hossfeld court further observed that since 1990, the General Assembly has
not adopted any time restrictions on party-switching by candidates or other definition of
"qualified primary elector.” And that the General Assembly deleted the no-switch rule
applicable to voters set forth in section 7-43(d), which the Kusper opinion found
unconstitutional. See Pub. Act 95-699, § 5, eff. November 9, 2007, Thus, no vestige of
the former party-switching rule remains in the statute.

The Hossfeld courl recognized that it was against this historical legislative
backdrop, that the appellate court decided Cullerion v. Du Page County Officers
Electoral Board, 384 111, App. 3d 989 (2008). At issue was whether Thomas Cullerton
was a "qualified primary voter of the Democratic Party” for purposes of section 7-10 of
the Llection Code.

Cullerton had voted a Republican hallot in the February 2008 general primary
election in Du Page County, Following that primary, the Democratic Party, who had no
candidate for State Senator of the 23rd Legislative District, nominated Cullerton as its
candidate for the November 2008 general election. ‘the Du Page County Ilectoral Board
sustained dn objection to Cullerton's candidacy, which the circuit court reversed. On
appeal, the appellate court held that Cullerton was ineligible to run as a Democratic
candidate in the general primary clection. ‘(.‘ul[erlun, 384 4. App. 3d at 990. After

reviewing the history of the party-switching provisions in the Election Code, the
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appellate court concluded: "The plain and ordinary meaning of the requirement that a
candidate be a qualified primary voter of the party for which he secks a nomination
mandates, if nothing else, that the candidate have been ehgible to vote in the primary for
that party in the most recent primary clection preceding the candidates' [iling the
statement of candidacy.” Cullerion, 384 Ill. App. 3d at 996.

The appellate court explained that when Cullerton chose to vote in the Republican
and not the Democratic primary in 2008, he was "locked" as a Republican primary voter
until the next primary, then scheduled for 2010, Thus, at the time Cullerton submitted his
statement of candidacy, he was not a qualified primary voter of the Democratic Party.
Cullerton,384 1. App. 3d at 996. Thus, Cullerton pertained to a situation where the
candidate attempted to switch parties within one election cycle or season, i.e., Cullerton
voted a Republican ballot at the primary, but then sought to run as a Democratic
candidate at the general election for which that primary was held,

The Hossfeld court found that, unlike the Candidate in Cullerion, the clection
cycle or season during which Rauschenberger voted a Democratic ballot — the 2009
consolidated election in Elgin Township — was completed with the general township
election in April 2009, prior io Rauschenberger aligning himsell with the Republican
Party in his October 2009 nomination papers for purposes of the 2010 general primary.
Thus, the court concluded that Rauschenberger had not attempted to switch parties during
the new election cycle. Additionally, the court declared that:

Moreover, we find nothing in the language of section 7-10 or 8-8 of the Election

Code to support Hossfeid's argument that Rauschenberger's nomination papers

falsely state that he 1s a "qualified primary voter of the Republican Party." As the

appellate court here correctly observed, the Clection Code no longer contains

express time limitations on party-switching, and Rauschenberger did not run afoul
of the only remaining restriction, set forth in both sections 7-10 and 8-8, that a
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"*qualified primary elector' of a parly may not sign petitions {or, or be a candidate

in, the primary of more than one party” See 398 1il. App. 3d at 744. TFurther, no

claim has been made that Rauschenberger did not meet the qualitications for

primary voters generally which are set forth in section 7-43. See 10 [LCS 5/7-43

(West 2008) (setting forth residency and age restrictions for primary voters).

Though we agree with Hossfeld that party-switching restrictions on candidates for

public office are an important protection in the electoral process, "[s]uch

restrictions and establishment of the periods of time involved are, within

constitutional limitations, matters for legislative determination." Sperfing,57 Il

2d at 86. After deleting the two-year no-switch rule, the General Assembly has

not seen fit to enact any further time restrictions. Accordingly, under the present

Election Code, Rauschenberger's nominating papers are valid.

Simply put, the Hossfeld Court found that Rauschenberger should remain
on the ballot because his conduct “did not run afoul of the only remaining restriction set
forth in both sections 7-10 and 8-8, [which provided] that " qualificd primary elector’ of a
party may not sign petitions for, or be a candidate m, the primary of more than one
party”.

How instructive is the Hossfeld decision in providing guidance to the Board in
dealing with allegations of "qualified primary elector of a party may not sign petitions
for, or be a candidate in, the primary of more than one party"? Not very much; for
although the Board can expect a reviewing court to uphold a decision to remove a
candidatc who votes in a primary of one party and runs as a candidate in another party
during the same cycle, in the absence of meaningful “party switching” legislation, the
Board, as well the public, the candidates, and objectors, are left to grapple with what is
meant by that section of the Election Code which provides "qualified primary elector of
a party may not sign petitions for, or be a candidate in, the primary of more than one

party", as well as what is meant by "l ...am a qualified Primary voter of the

Party™, found in the Statement of Candidacy.




Cicarly, it is the cumulative effect of all the evidence, including circulator
irregularities in conjunction with the Candidate’s Statement of Candidacy, which needs to
be considered by the legislature and courts. (See Justice Murphy’s dissenting opinion in
Mitchell v Cook County Officer Election Board 399 Tt App.3d 18 (2010). Accordingly,
until there is legislation that has been constitutionaily tested by the courts, it is inevitable
that some political organizations will attempt to use the legislative vacuum and nominate
their own candidates in another party’s primary in hopes of assuring a “victory”,
regardless of which candidate wins the general election. Until this potential for abuse is
addressed, the Board should expect a flurry of cases in which persons purported to be in
one party run in the primary of another party.

That being said, in the instant case, based upon hmited legislation and skimpy
instructions provided by the Supreme Court, it is anticipated that a reviewing court will
look at the Objector’s general allegations concerning the Candidate’s current and prior
affiliation with the Democratic Party, coupled with the absence of any direct evidence
that the Candidaie was aware of the circulator irregularities committed by 4 of his 53
circulators, as an insufficient basis for questioning the Candidate’s constitutional right to
experience a political “epiphany” and switch his allcgiance in time to run in the
Republican Party’s primary.

Accordingly, based upon the Supreme Court’s holding in Hessfeld, and under the
present Llection Code, it appears that the Candidate has a sufficient number of valid
signatures on his nominating petitions to remain on the ballot as a Republican candidate
the office of state representative, 77 Representative District of the State of Itlinois.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECCOMENDATIONS
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1. Candidate, Angelo “Skip” Saviano, has filed Republican nomination. petitions for
the office of state representative, 77" Representative District of the State of Tllinois.

2. That objections to the nomination petitions of the Candidate were timely filed by
Objector, Kenneth Zurek.

3. The Candidate had submitted a total of 152 nominating sheets, circulated by 53
circulators, which contained 1,407 nominating signatures. The mnimum sighatures
required for a candidate to be placed on the ballot for the office of state representative is
500.

4. The Objector has alleged and established circulator irregularities regarding
petitions circulated by William S. Ryan, John P'. Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph
Lauro.

5. There was no direct evidence that the Candidate was aware of the circulator
irrcgularitics committed by William S. Ryan, John P. Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and
Joseph Lauro.

6. That the petitions circulated by William S. Ryan, John P. Lagioia Jr., Randall
Petersen, and Joseph Lauro contained 107 signatures

7. That the 107 signatures should be stricken.

8. That the verified allegations of perjury committed William 3. Ryan, John P.
Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph Lauro, as sct forth in the Objector’s petition,
should be referred to the Cook County State’s Attorney.

G That after striking 107 signatures, there remains 1,276 signatures, which is in

excess of the 500 signatures required under the statute,
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10. That the objection to the nominating petitions filed by Objector, Kenncth Zurek |
should be denied. The name of Angelo “Skip™ Saviano should be certified to the ballot

for the office of for the office of state representative, 77

Representative District of the

State ot 1Hinois,

Ity Submitted, ) ,
.‘./

[

{s/Philip Krasny, learing Officer

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned certities that on January 5, 2012, the FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS OF HEARING OFFICER was forwarded via e-mail to:

Stcve Sandervoss at ssandvoss@elections.il.gov
General Counsel State Board of Elections

Andrew Raucci at ilobby30n(@aol.com
Attorney for candidate

Kenncth Zurek at bmatt60645@gmail.com
Pro Se Objector

/s/Philip Kedsny, Hearing Officer




BEFORE THE ELECTORAL BOARD
FOR THE HEARING AND PASSING ON OF OBJECTIONS
70 THE NOMINATING PAPERS OF CANDIDATES FOR NOMINATION
TO THE OFFICE OF REPRESENTATIVE IN THE ILLINOIS GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

In the Matter Of:

KENNETH P ZUREK

Petitioner-Objector,

VS,

ANGELO “SKIf” SAVIANO,

Respondent - Candidate for
Representative in the Ifiinois General

Assembly 77 Representative District
Republican Primary Ballot.

VERIFIED OBJECTOR’S PETITION

INTRODUCTION

KENNETH P. ZUREK (hereinafter “Objector”} states as follows:

1. Objector resides at 3229 George Street Franklin Park, tllinois 60131 in the 77th

Representative District of the State of Illinois where Objector is a legal and registered voter.
2. The Objector’s interest in filing this Petition is the Objector’s interest in seeing

that the laws governing the filing of nomination papers for the office of Representative in the
Hlinois General Assembly 77th Representative District are observed and that only qualified
candidates appear on the official Republican Primary ballot for the office of Representative in

the lllinois General Assembly 77th Representative District to be voted on in the primary election
to be held March 20, 2012.

OBJECTIONS
1. The Objector makes the following objections to the purported nomination

papers (“Nomination Papers”) of Angelo “Skip” Saviano as a Republican candidate for
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Representative in the lllinois General Assembly 77th Representative District, to be voted at the
General Primary Election to be heid on March 20, 2012. The Objector respectfully suggests that
the Nomination Papers of Angelo “Skip” Saviano are insufficient at law and in fact for the
following reasons;

2. Pursuant to state law, nomination papers for the election on March 20, 2012 for
the nomination to the Office of Representative in the iiinois General Assembly 77th
Representative District, must contain signatures of not fewer than 500 duly qualified, registered
and legal voters of said district coliected in a manner provided by law. In addition, said
Nomination Papers must truthfully allege and set forth the qualifications of the candidate, be
gathered and presented in the manner provided by the Iliinois Election Code and otherwise be
executed in the form provided by law.

3. The Nomination Papers contain petition sheets of circulators William S. Ryan,
John P. Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph Lauro who circulated petition sheets for Terry
Gallagher as a Democratic candidate for Judge of the Circuit Court of Cock County lllinois 4%
Judicial Subcircuit (Riley Vacancy), as is set forth in the Appendix-Recapitulation attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference, in violation of the lllinois Election Law.

4. The Nomination Papers contain petition sheets of circulators William S. Ryan,
John P. Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph Laurc who contain signatures of person who
previously signed petitions sheets for Terry Gallagher as a Democratic candidate for Judge of
the Circuit Court of Cook County lllinois 4" Judicial Subcircuit (Riley Vacancy), as is set forth in
the Appendix-Recapitulation attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference, in violation
of the lllinois Election Law.

5. The Nomination Papers contain petition sheets of circulators William S. Ryan,
John P. Lagioia Jr., Randall Petersen, and Joseph Lauro which evidence a pattern of fraud and
false swearing invalidating all their petition sheets in that their circulators affidavits were false,
untrue, and perjurious because they swore that the persons signing the petitions on behalf of
Terry Gallagher were qualified voters of the Democratic Party and also then executed
circulators affidavits on behalf of Angleo “5kip” Saviano that the very same persons were

qualified voters of the Republican Party.
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E. The Nomination Papers contain sheets circutated by individuals whose sheets
demonstrate a disregard for the Election Code to such a degree that every sheet circulated by
said individuals is invalid, and should be invalidated in order to protect the integrity of the
electoral process.

7. The Nomination Papers do not truthfully allege and set forth the qualifications of
the candidate in the following ways:

{(a) that Saviano is a Republican in name only;

(b) that saviano being a “Republican” is a fiction created to hide
from the voters and the Democratic process his true
affiliation which is Demaocratic;

{c) that Saviano has given money and support to the Democratic
Committeeman of Leyden Township Barrett Pedersen;

{d) that Saviano has endorsed the Democratic Committeeman of
Leyden Township Barrett Pedersen over the Republican
Daniel Pritchett;

(e) that Saviano has refused to endorse the Republican Daniel
Pritchett for office but instead endorsed Barrett Pedersen
the Democratic Committeeman of Leyden Township; and

{f} that Democratic precinct captains of Barrett Pedersen have
circulated Saviano’s Nomination Papers.

8. The Appendix-Recapitulation is incorporated herein and the objections made

herein are a part of this Objectors Petition.
CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the Objector, Kenneth P. Zurek, respectfully requests a hearing on the
objections set forth herein, an examination of the official records relating to voters in the 77th
Representative District of lllinois to the extent that such examination is pertinent to any of the
matters alleged herein, a ruling that the Nomination Papers of Angelo “Skip” Saviano are
insufficient in law and fact, and a ruling that the name of Angelo “Skip” Saviano should not
appear on the official Republican Primary ballot for the office of Representative in the lllinois
General Assembly 77th Representative District, to be voted at the General Primary Election to

be held on March 20, 2012.

Dated: December 12, 2011.
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Respectfully submitted,

! N/ ‘
’}\,QNWWGH\ Y éww/ L———

Kenneth P. Zurek, Objector pro se

3229 George Street
Franklin Park, IL 60131

847-529-8431
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CERTIFICATION
Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil
Procedure, the undersigned certifies that the statements set forth in this instrument are true
and correct, except as to matters therein stated to be on information and belief and as to such

matters the undersigned certifies as aforesaid that he verily believes the same to be true.

Dated this 12" day of December 2011,

Kenneth P. Zurek

o Rt P L/

Kenneth P. Zurek, Objector pro se
3229 George Street
Franklin Park, lilincis 60131
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APPENDIX-RECAPITULATION OF OBJECTIONS OF KENNTH P. ZUREK TO NOMINATION PAPERS OF ANGELO "SKIiP" SAVIANO
Line # Circulator

Sheet #
24
59
61
62
65
70
76
78
79

111
130
24
59
61
62
65
70
76
79
111
130
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
24
59

-
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John P. Lagioia Jr.
loe Lauro
William S. Ryan
Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro
Witliam S. Ryan
Joe Lauro
Randali Petersen
Joe Lauro

John P. Lagioia Jr.
Joe Lauro
William S. Ryan
Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro

Joe Lauro
Randall Petersen
Joe Lauro

Objection/Violation of Iflinois Election Law

Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gatlagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulated Petition Sheets for Democratic Candidate Terry Gallagher 4th subcircuit court judge
Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator’s Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious.

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious.

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator’s Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Circulator's Affidavit false, untrue, and perjurious .

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Demaocrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Galiagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
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APPENDIX-RECAPITULATION OF OBJECTIONS OF KENNTH P. ZUREK TO NOMINATION PAPERS OF ANGELO "SKIP" SAVIANO

Sheet #
6l
6l
61
61
61
61
61
61
61
62
62
62
62
62
62
62
78
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
65
70
70
70
70
70
70

Line # Circulator
1

L 00~ O W

1

c
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Objection/Violation of lllinois Election Law

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gatlagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gailagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously 5Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously 5Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Demacrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Demacrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Praviously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Demacrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Demacrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher

Page 2 of 4




Sheet #

70
70
70
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
76
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
79
111
111
111
11
111
111
111
111
111
111

Line # Circulator
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APPENDIX-RECAPITULATION OF OBJECTIONS OF KENNTH P. ZUREK TO NOMINATION PAPERS OF ANGELO "SKIP" SAVIANO

Objection/Violation of tllinois Election Law

Previgusly Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Demaocrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previgusly Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
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APPENDIX-RECAPITULATION OF OBJECTIONS OF KENNTH P. ZUREK TO NOMINATION PAPERS OF ANGELO "SKIP" SAVIANO

Sheet #
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130
130

Line # Circulator
1

O 0 ~ O W N

10

Objection/Violation of lllinois Election Law

Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
Previously Signed Petition Sheet for Democrat Terry Gallagher
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IN THE MATTER OF: )
)
KENNETH P. ZUREK, )
) g
Ohbhjector, ) AR
) AT
A ; ™
versus ) NO. 11SOEBGP501 R =
) :— e :f"
ANGELO “SKIP” SAVIANO, ) Hearing Officer Philip Krasny ~ 25
) S
Candidate. ) =
e

CANDIDATE’S MOTION TO STRIKE

NOW COMES THE CANDIDATE, ANGELO “SKIP” SAVIANO, by Andrew M.
Raucci. his attorney, and respectfully moves the State Officers Electoral Board to strike
and dismiss the Verified Objector’s Petition of Kenneth P. Zurek. and as grounds
theretore he states:

1. On November 28. 2011, the Candidate filed nominating petitions as a
candidate for the nomination of the Republican Party for the office of Representative in
the General Assembly for the 77" Representative District to be voted upon at the

Republican Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012,

[

. Candidate’s nominating petitions contained 1,500 signatures on 152 sheets.
3. The minimum number of signatures required for the nomination sought is 500.
4. On December 12, 2011, Objector Kenneth P. Zurek filed his Verified
Objector’s Petition.
5. Objector’s objections fall into four categories:
a. Four circulators of eleven sheets comtaining 107 signatures (not
counting three signatures deleted by the Candidate) allegedly circulated

petitions of a candidate {Terry Gallagher) for a judicial nomination of the




Democratic Primary to be voted upon at the Democratic Primary to be
held on March 20, 2012. Objector alleges that the signatures on the
identified circulators are invalid (Paragraph 3 of the Verified Objector’s
Petition) and that the circulator’s affidavits™ are false in that the affidavits
allege that the persons signing were qualified voters of the Republican
Party (Paragraph 5 of the Verified Objector’s Petition).
b. Eighty-four signatories (on the same sheets described in “a” above but
not counting three signatures deleted by the Candidate) allegedly signed
the Gallagher petition prior to signing your candidate’s nominating
petition (Paragraph 3 of the Verified Objector’s Petition).
¢. The nominating petitions contain the sheets of unidentificd circulators
“whose sheets demonstrate a disregard to the Election Code to such a
degree” that every sheet is invalid (Paragraph 6 of the Verifted Objector’s
Petition). No specification is made of either the circulators or the facts
underlving the allegation.
d. The Nomination Papers do not truthfully allege and set forth the
qualifications of the Candidate Paragraph 7 of the Verified Objector’s
Petition). The thrust of this allegation is that the Candidate 1s not a true
Republican because of the Candidate’s alleged Democratic affiliations.
No allegation is made that the Candidate fails to meet the statutory
requirement that he 1s a qualified primary elector of the Republican Party.
6. The allegations of Paragraphs 3. 4, and 5 challenge a total of 107 signatures

(excluding duplicate objections to the same sheets/signatures). Even if ithe Objector




succeeded in invalidating the 107 signatures, the Candidate would stil] have a number of
valid signatures well in excess of the statutory minimum of 560,

7. The allegations of Paragraph 6 should be stricken for the reason that they fail
{0 inform the Candidate with sufficient specificity to prepare a defense. There is no
specificity of what circulators are objected to, and what acts. if true. they performed that
would justify the Objector’s allegations.

8. The allegations of Paragraph 7 should be stricken for the reason that they fail
to allege facts, which if true, would invalidate the Candidate’s Nomination Papers.

Wherefore, vour Objector prays the Electoral Board to strike and dismiss the
Verified Objector’s Petition, and to enter an Order declaring that the name of ANGELO
“SKIP” SAVIANO be printed upon the Republican Primary Ballot as a candidate for
nomination of the Republican Party for the office of Representative in the General
Assembly for the 77" Representative District to be voted upon a the Primary Election to

be held on March 20, 2012,
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ANDREW M. RAUCCI

ANDREW M. RAUCCI
Attorney for Candidate

3000 North Sheridan Road
Suite 18C

Chicago, IL 60657-5580
Phone & Cell: 312/203-2700
Fax: 773/348-3524

Email: lobbyv30ng.aoicom




NOTICE OF FILING

TO:

Philip Krasny

Hearing Officer

State Board of Elections

1 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2300
Chicago, IL 60602-3913
philipkrasnyvicvahoo.com

Steven Sandvoss

General Counsel

State Board of Elections
1020 S. Spring St.

P.O. Box 4187

Springfield. 1L 62704
SSandvossi@elections.il.gov

Kenneth P. Zurek
3229 George Street
Franklin Park IL 60131

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on December 20, 2011, 1 filed with the State
Officers Electoral Board the following document:

CANDIDATE’S MOTION TO STRIKE

. -2
- : L £ P
. O [ A —

Attorney for Candidate

ANDREW M. RAUCCI
Attorney for Candidate
3000 North Sheridan Road
Suite 18C
Chicago, lllinois 60657
Ph. 312/203-2700
Fax 773/348-3524
Emai) ilobby30n/@aol.com
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, an attorney, certifies that he served the above and foregoing
Notice of Filing and the document referenced therein on the parties to whom it was
directed, on December 18 2011, before the hour of Noon personal delivery.
- o T e \
Attorney for Candidate




REFORE THE SYATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS SITTING A5 THE DULY CONETITUTED
STATE OEFICERS ELECTORAL BOARD FOR THE HEARING ARD PASSING UPON OF
ORIFCTIONS TO NOMINATION PAPERS SEEKING TO PLACE BSTABLISHED POLITHAL
PARTY CANDIDATES ON THE BALLOT BOR THE MARCH 20, 2011 PRIMARY ELECTION
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BEFORE THE STATE BOARD OF ELECTIONS BITTING A5 THE DULY
CONSTITUTED STATE OFFICERS ELECTORAL BOARD FOR THE HEARING AND

PASSING UPON OF OBIECTIONS TO HOMINATION PAPERS SEEKING TO
PLACE ESTABLISHED POLITICAL PARTY CANDIDATES ON THE BALLOT FOR
THE MARCH 20, 2015 PRIMARY ELECTION

in the Matter Of:

HEMNMNETH P ZUREK
Petitioner-Objector,
113088 GP507

V5.

ANGELO USRI SAVIAND,
Respondent ~ Candidare for
Ferresentative in the lincis General
Py

I3 - H

Assembly 777 Regrasertative Datndd
i

Republican Primary Bofiol, :

OBIECTOR’S RESPONSE TO CANDIDATE'S MOTION TQ STRIKE

INTRODUCTION
“Ohiector”) responds 1o ANGELQ "SKIPT SAVIAND'S

KEMNETH P. ZUREK (hereinaiter’

ihereinafter “Candidate”) Motion to Strike and states as fol Hows:

Obhiectar's Pepivion 7 made and based on two grounds:
H A pattern of fraud, false swepring, disregard of the Plection Code sno llegsity

shat invelids Candidate’s Nomination Papers in thelr entirety] and

2 That Candidate is not ¢ guslified prmary vorer of the Hepubiten Parly i &

L

dirart conseauence of his affifistion with the Demotretic Party of Leyden Township by ang

through s support for and his assodiation with the Demotretic Committceman of Leyden

Towrsnig Barrel! Podersaen,
L

PATTERN OF FRAUD, FALSE SWEARING, DISREGARD OF THE ELECTION COUE

AND ILLEGALITY THAT COMPROMISES THE INTECHITY OF THE ENTIRE FETITION
ARD USURDS THE DERMOCRATIC PROLCESS

Ohiector alieges in part as follow:

sheats of groulators
o+

The Komination Papers conizin peliton
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Tahigs é; FEatete HEry, ans

Williarm 5, Byan, John Pousgia br




Jaseph Lauro which evidencs & pettern of frawd and false
swesring invalidating all their petition sheets in that then
circutators offidavits were false, untrug, and ;:mf‘;%.;rieus
hecause they swore that the persons signing the petitions on
behall of Terey Galiagher were gualified voters of the
Demoecratic Party and also then exeountad ciroulators affidavits
on behalf of Angelo "Skip” Saviano tnat the very same persons
were qualified voters of the Republican Party. Petition p. 2, 15,

TLES 57104 provides in pertinent part thet oo person shall ar

peiitions for candidates of more than one politice party .. o be vatod unon at the nox

primany of general clection, The State of inols Candidate’s Guide for 2002 tssued by the B

Board of Flecnons cearly and uneguivecally states: "A petition drculator may not droulate Jor

[%a]
Pl
r“’:

more than one political party.” State of Jlineks Candudates Guide 2012, o 5, Flol. The Bection

Code expressly provides: A "gualified primary elector” of 3 party may not sign petitions for or

be a candidate in the primary of more than ane party. 100055710 The 2012 State of

s

Hine Candidates Guide exprossly provides: “A sigrer MAY NOT sign petitions lor 2 candidate

sl

of more than ane political party for the ssme Primary Blection. State of iinols Candicetes

¢

s Guige for 2012 geve advancs warning o

-

Guide 2017, p. 6, 3{a). As can be seen the Jendidate

prospective candidates of what conducl was prohibitec, Party-swilching restriciions are an

important profecton in the electoral process, Hassfeld v, State Boord of Plections, et af, 238 UL

importantly, what we have nere 8§y

; ; {5 gy [ et
stivion signing party switching”h Inthe instant ©

contemporanesus drouiation and petit signing which dempnstrates a pattarn o

faise swearing which invalids the Nomination Papers of Candidate in thair entrety under Lant

v, Cook County Officers Flectorel Board, 170 HlApp s 37 364 {17 Dist. 1988) and the Hules of
procedure adopted by the State Beard of Blection. Rulgs of Procedure A 1L T2 and Adla B
Ineligibie Circuiator. We have here four cirtulators who had in their possession the petitions

sheets for Republican randidate Angelo “Skip” Saviano and that for Damooiatic candidate Torry
Gallagher. They went door te door handed the petition sheet for Savivanp or Gatlagher 1o the
sigratory had that person sign the petition for Savieno or Gallagher then handed the patition
sheet for Gatlagher or Savisno (o the same signatory then had that prrson sign the pelition

shect for Gallagher or Saviano. Then these four circulators executed creuiators affidavits on

Paga 2ol 8
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The four cirg
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tnar 1o the hest of thair nowledge and balje? the persons {the porsons who gis0 signe

Angelo TSkip” Saviano] o signing were ot the wn gusibied voters ot the

i

DEROICEATIC BARTY, The four ciroulators on the petition sheets Tor Repubilican Angelo "Skip
Raviano have sworn that to the bhest of ther xnowledge and belief the gersons (the persons

who also signed for Demoorat Terry Gallagher sosigning were at the time of signing the

circulators atidavits

{/\

petition qualified volers of the REPUBLICAN PARTY. The problam with the
of Bandy Peterson, losenh Laurg, lohn PoLaGists, St and Willizm 5. Ryan arc that they are

untrue, faise, anod genurious as folows,
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ioseph Laurs executad on Ootober 30, 2030 or's affidavits on petition sheets 78,

a3, and 31 for Terry Gallagher Exbibit 1. Joseph Lauro executed on Ottober 30,

‘s afidavits on petition sheets 59, 62, 65, 70, 76, 79 and 220 for Angelo "Skip”
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The persons who stgned the petition shes
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Patarsen, oseph Lauro, john P, Lalicla, S, and Wililam 5. Rvan as can be seen
are experienced political cperatives who when they sircuisted pelitions for Ropublican
candidate Angele “Skip” haviano and for Demoeratic Candidate Terry Gallagher and P the

saree persons sipn both petition sheets contemporaneously as Demodrats and a5 Repubiicans
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IN THE MATTER OF:
KENNETH P. ZUREK,
Objector,

NO. 11SOEBGP501

YErsus

ANGELO “SKIP” SAVIANO, Hearing Offieer Philip Krasny

B T

Candidate.
CANDIDATE’S REPLY TO OBJECTOR’S RESPONSETO
CANDIDATE’S MOTION TO STRIKE

NOW COMES THE CANDIDATE, ANGELO “SKIP” SAVIANO, by Andrew M.
Raucci. his attorney, and in reply to the Objector’s Response to Candidate’s Motion to
Strike, he states:

1. While Objcctor has cited to various Election Code and criminal statutes. he has
failed to demonstrate that the Verified Objector’s Petition contains allegations, which if
truc. would invalidate the nominating petitton.

2. FEven if his allegations of “fraud” committed by certain circulators were true,
only 107 signatures out of 1,500 submitted would be disqualified. Candidate would still
have in 1,393 valid signatures, or 843 above the statutory minimum of 500.

3. Objcctor has not alleged any facts, which if true, would show that the
Candidate is not qualified to be a candidate for the Republican nomination for the office
sought. And while Objcctor states that ““all Objector was required to do under the
Election Code was to fully state the nature of his objection™ he has failed to allege a vahid
abjection.

4. Objector now, in his Response, for the {irst time alleges that the Candidate 1s

not a ““qualificd primary clector” of the Republican Party. Whatever previous limitations




were imposed on Candidate’s political afftliations, the recent Supreme Court decision of
Haossteld v. State Board of Elections, 238 111.2d 418, 939 N.E.2d 368 (2010) has
pronounced that there is no time restriction or “lock-out™ on changes in party affiliation.
Of course, even before Hossfeld, supporting candidates of another party (or faiting to
support candidates of onc’s own party) was not a sin disqualifying one from being a
member of the party.

Wherefore, your Objector prays the Electorat Board to strike and dismiss
the Verified Objector’s Petition, and to enter an Order declaring that the namc of
ANGELOQO “SKIP” SAVIANO be printed upon the Republican Primary Ballot as a
candidate for nomination of the Republican Party for the office of Represcntative m the

th

General Assembly for the 777 Representative District to be voted upon a the Primary

Elcetion to be held on March 20, 2012,

ANDREW M. RAUCCI

ANDREW M. RAUCCI
Attorney for Candidate

3000 North Sheridan Road
Suite 18C

Chicago, 1L 60657-5580
Phone & Cell: 312/203-2700
Fax: 773/348-3524

Email: stobby30niaocl.com




NOTICE OF FILING

TO:

Philip Krasny Kenneth P. Zurck
Hearing Officer 3229 George Strect
State Board of Elections Franklin Park IL 60131

1 North LaSalle Street, Suite 2300 Bmatt6004 5@ gmail.com

Chicago, 1L 60602-3913
philipkrasnvia vaheo.com

Steven Sandvoss

General Counscl

State Board of Elections
1020 S. Spring St

P. O. Box 4187

Springficld, IL 62704
SSandvossioelections.il.gov

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on December 29, 2011, T filed with the Statc
Officers Electoral Board the following document:

CANDIDATE’S REPLY TO OBJECTOR'S RESPONSE TO
CANDIDATE’S MOTION TO STRIKE

Attorney for Candidate
ANDREW M. RAUCC]
Attorney for Candidate
3000 North Shertdan Road. Suite 18C
Chicago. 1llinois 60657
Ph. 312/203-2700
Fax 773/348-3524
Email itobby30niaaol.com

The undersigned, an attorney, certifies that he served the above and foregoing
Notice of Filing and the document referenced therein on the partics to whom it was
direeted, on December 29, 2011, before the hour of 5:00 p.m., by email to the email
addresses shown.

Attorney for Candidate




MecSweeney v. Rowe
11 SOEB GP 503

Candidate: Danielle Rowe

Office: Statc Representative, 52™ Dist.

Party: Republican

Objector: David McSweeney

Attorney For Objector: Richard Mcans

Attorney For Candidate: Laura Jacksack, Christine Svenson

Number of Signatures Required: 500

Number of Signatures Submitted: 997

Number of Signatures Objected to: 329

Basis of Objeetion: The Nomination papers contain an insufficient number of valid signatures. Various
objections werc made against the petition signers including “Signer’s Signature Not Genuine,” “Signer
Not Registered at Address Shown.” “Signer Resides Outside of the District.” "Signer’s Address Missing
or Incomplete.” “Signer Signed Petition More than Once.” “Signer’s Address So Incomplete or Hlegible
as to Prevent Checking.” and that certain signers were not qualified to sign Candidate’s petition because
they previously signed a petition for an opposing candidate.

Dispositive Motions: Candidate’s Rulc 9 Motion

Binder Check Necessary: Yes

Hearing Officer: Barbara Goodman

Hearing Officer Findings and Recommendation: A records cxamination commenced and was
completed on December 30, 2011, Both partics were present at the records examination.  The examiners
ruted on objections to 997 signatures. 327 objections were sustained fcaving 670 valid signatures. which
is £70 signaturcs more than the required minimum number of signaturcs.  Accordingly. the Hearing
Oflicer recommends that the objection be overruled based on the results of the records examinationand
that Danielle Rowe be certified for the ballot as a Republican candidate for the office of Representative
for the 52™ Representative District of the State of llinois to be voted on at the Primary Election to be

held on March 20, 2012,

Recommendation of the General Counsel: 1 concur with the Recommendation of the [learing Officer.




BEFORE THE ILLINOIS STATE OFFICERS ELECTORAL BOARD

David McSweeney )
Objector

11 SOEB GP 503
(related case GP 513)

Yy

Danielle Rowe

LS s S N -

Candidate

HEARING OFFICER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDED DECISION
This matter was first heard on December 20, 2011 and assigned to this Hearing
Officer. A case management conference was held on said date. The Objector appeared
through counsel Richard Means and the candidate appeared through counsel Laura
Jacksack and counsel Christine Svenson.
The parties were given the opportunity to file preliminary motions. Neither party
submitted preliminary motions. The matter was set for further hearing.
The objections concerned allegations regarding the sufficiency of the signatures
contained in the nominating papers and required a records examination. A records
examination was conducted and the results were as follows:
A. The minimum number of valid signatures required by law for
placement on the ballot for the office in question is 500.
B. The number of purportedly valid signatures appearing on the
nominating petition filed by the Candidate total 997.
C. The number of signatures deemed invalid because of objections
sustained in the records examination total 327.
D. The remaining number of signatures deemed valid as a result of the
records examination total 670.

The results of the records examination established that the candidate had 170

signatures more than the required number of signatures for placement on the baliot. At




a further hearing held subsequent to the records examination, counse! for the Objector
indicated that he would not be submitting a Motion pursuant to Rule 9 of the Board's
Rules of Procedure and, further, that he rested his case. '

RECOMMENDATION

In light of the foregoing, it is my recommendation that the objections of David
McSweeney be overruled in conformity with the resuits of the records examination. it
is my further recommendation that the nominating papers of candidate Danielle Rowe
be deemed valid and that the name of candidate Danielie Rowe for the Republican
nomination to the office of Representative in the 52nd Representative District be printed

on the bailot at the March 20, 2012 General Primary Election.

Respectfully submitted,

. -
. Zy;%f{//‘// .Q/frxjfgfxzxg ///

Barbara Goodman
Hearing Officer
1/4/12

* On January 4, 2012. the Candidate filed a Motion pursuant to Rule 9 of the Board"s Rules of Procedure. In light
of the results of the records examination and no Rule 9 filing by the Objector, the Motion is now moot.
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McSweeney v Rowe ARDC Attorney #01874008

State of Illinois )
) SS.
County of Cook )

Before the Duly Constituted Electoral Board for the Hearing and
Passing Upon of Objections to Nomination Papers of Candidates for
the Nomination of the Republican Party for the Office of
Representative in the General Assembly for the 52"! Representative
District of the State of 1llinois

Objections of David McSweeney to the Nomination Papers of Danielle
Rowe for the Republican Party Nomination for the Office of
Representative in the General Assembly for the 52" Representative
District of the State of Illinois, to be voted for at the General Primary
Election to be Held on March 20, 2012

Verified Objector’s Petition

David McSweeney, residing and registered (o vote at 8 Hubbell Court. in the Village of Barrington Hills,
County of Cook, State of lllinois (hereinafter referred to as “Objector’™) states that the Objector’s address is as
stated. that the Objector is a legal voter of the 52™ Representative District of the State of lllinois, and that the

Objector’s interest in filing the following objections is that of a citizen desirous of seeing that the election laws

governing the filing of nomination papers for the nomination of the Republican Party for the office of

Representative in the General Assembly for the 52™ Representative District of the State of Illinois, are properly

complied with. Therefore, the Objector makes the following objections to the nomination papers of Danielle

b
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McSweeney v. Rowe ARDC Attorney #01874098

Rowe as a candidate for the Republican Party nomination for the office of Representative in the General

Assembly for the 52™ Representative District of the State of Hlinois. to be voted for at the General Primary

Election to be held on March 20, 2012 (hereinafter referred to as the “Nomination Papers™).

The Objector states that said Nomination Papers are insufticient in fact and law for the following

reasons:

{J

‘d

Pursuant to 1lineis law, nomination papers for the nomination of the Republican Party for the office of
Representative in the General Assembly for the 52" Representative District of the State of llineis, to be
voted for at the General Primary Elcction to be held on March 20. 2012, must contain the true signatures of
not fewer than 300. nor more than [1500. gualified and duly registered legal voters of the Republican Party
for the 52" Representative District of the State of illinois. In addition. said Nomination Papers must
truthfully allege that the candidate is qualified for the office he secks. be gathered and presented in the
manner provided for in the Hlinois Election Code, and otherwise must be exccuted in the form provided by
law. The Nomination Papers herein purport to contain the signatures of approximately 997 of such vaters,
and further purport to truthfully allege that the candidate is qualified for the office she secks and purport to

have been gathered. presented and exceuted in the manner required by the Hlinois Election Code.

'I'he Nomination Papers contain the names of persons, as petitioners, who are not duly registered as voters at
the addresses shown opposite their respective names, as is set forth specifically (with an X or check mark) in
Appendix A.. attached hereto and incorporated herein, under the heading. Column AL “Signer not registered

at address shown,” in violation of the Hiinois Election Code and therefore all such signatures are invalid.

The Nomination Papers contain the names of persons, as petitioners, who, at all times relevant hereto, did
not reside within the boundaries of the 52" Representative District of the State of Illinois, as is shown by the
address written on the petition sheet and as is set forth speeifically (with an X or check mark} in Appendix
A attached hercto and incorporated herein, under the heading, Column B., ~Signer resides outside distriet,”

in violation of the Hlinois Election Code and therefore all such signatures arc invalid.




McSweeney v Rowe ARDC Attorney #01874098

4,

6.

The Nomination Papers contain the names of persons. as petitioners, who did not sign said papers in their
own proper persons. and said entries are not the genuine signatures of the registered voters indicated as is set
forth specifically (with an X or check mark) in Appendix A.. attached hereto and incorporated herein, under
the heading, Column C, “Signer’s signature not genuine.” in violation of the [llinois Election Code and

therefore all such signatures are invalid.

The Nomination Papers contain the names of persons, as petitioners. who have signed the Nomination
Papers more than one time as is set forth specificatly in Appendix A.. attached hereto and incorporated
herein. under the heading. Column D. “Signer’s name listed more than once™ [with a reference showing the
sheet and line number (5/1_) of additional listings] in violation of the lllinois Election Code and therefore only

one of such multiple signatures is valid.

The Nomination Papers contain the names of persons. as signers, for whom the address appearing opposite
said names 1s o incomplete or itlegible as to render impossible the inquiry into whether such persons are
registered voters within the 52" Representative District of the State of Iinois as is set forth specifically n
Appendix A. attached hereto and incorporated herein, under the heading Column P.. “Signer’s address so
incomplete or illegible as to prevent checking.” in violation of the Hlinois Election Code and therefore all

such signatures on such petition sheets are invalid.

The Nomination Papers contain the names of persons, as petitioners, who were not qualified to sign the
petition of this candidate because they previously signed a petition for an opposing candidate {(as is more
specificatly atleged in Appendix B.. attached hereto and incorporated herein. in violation of Itlinois Election

Code and therefore atl such signatures are invahid.

Because the Nomination Papers contain fewer than the statutory minimum number of 300 validly collected
and presented signatures of qualified and duly registered legal voters of the Republican Party of the 52"
Representative District of the State of linois. signed by such volers in their own proper person with proper
addresses, as alleged above and as is set forth specifically (with an X or check mark) in Appendix A..

attached hereto and incorporated herein, the Nomination Papers are invalid in their entirety.
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McSweeney v Rowe ARDC Attarney #01874098

Wherefore, the Objector requests a hearing on the Obijections set forth hercin, an examination by the
aforesaid Electoral Board (or its duly appointed agent or agents) ol the official precinet registers and binders
relating 1o voters in the 52" Representative District of the State of Hlinois. (1o the extent that such examination
is pertinent to any of the matters alleged herein). a ruling that the Nomination Papers are insuffictent in law and
fact. and a ruling that the name of Daniclle Rowe shall not appear on the ballot for the nomination of the
Republican Party tor the office of Representative in the General Assembly for the 32™ Representative District

of the State of Illinois. to be voted for at the General Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012,

A
I R A

David McSweeney
Objector

Subscribed and sworn 1o before me by David McSweeney

this 7 < day of December. 2011.
?

iy b sy

/

NOTARY PUBLIC OFFICIAL SEAL
RODNEY M MONTGOMERY
(SFAL) Notary Public - State of lllincis

My Commission Expires Jan 6, 2015

Objections prepared: December 11, 2011

Richard K. Means Telephone:  (708) 386-1122
Attorney for the Objector Facsimile:  (708) 383-2987
806 Fair Oaks Avenue Email: mmeans/@richardmeans.com
(ak Park. [llinois 60302 Cook County Attorney # 27351

ARDC Attorey #01874098
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Young v. Jacobs
11 SOEB GP 504

Candidate; Gregory S, Jacobs

Office: State Senate, 30" Dist.

Party: Republican

Objector: Kimberlee Young

Attorney For Objector: David Zipp

Attorney For Candidate: none

Number of Signatures Required: 500

Number of Signatures Submitted: 443

Number of Signatures Objected to:

Basis of Objection: Candidate’s nomination papers contain an insufficicnt amount of signatures.
Dispositive Motions;

Binder Check Necessary: No

Hearing Officer: Jim Tenuto

Hearing Officer Findings and Recommendation: The Candidate filed nominating petitions having a
maximum of 480 valid signature spaces (32 pages x 15 lines per page = 480 signatures). Many pages
contained less than 15 signatures and candidate filed approximately 443 signatures as counted by the
Hearing Officer. The minimum number of signatures required to appear on the ballot at the Genceral
Primary Election as an established party candidate for the office of State Senator s 1000; theretore, the
Candidate submitted at least 557 signatures less than the minimum signature requirement. Based on the
Candidate submitting nominating petitions containing less than the minimum number of 1000 signaturcs.
the Objector’s Motion for Summary Judgment should be granted. The Hearing Officer further
recommends that Gregory S. Jacobs not be eertified for the ballot as candidate for the office of State

Senator in the 30" Legistative District in the Republican Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012,

Recommendation of the General Counsel; [ concur with the Recommendation of the Hearing Ofticer.



BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED STATE OFFICERS ELECTORAL BOARD
FOR THE HEARING AND PASSING UPON OF OBJECTIONS

Kimberly Young,
Petitioner/Objector,
11 SCEB GP 504

Gregory S. Jacobs,

)

)

)

)

v. )
)

Respondent/Candidate. )

RECOMMENDATION OF THE HEARING EXAMINER
TO THE GENERAL COUNSEL

TO: David Zipp, Objector's Attorney;
Gregory S. Jacobs, Candidate;
Steve Sandvoss, General Counsel, State Board of Elections

ANALYSIS

1. Candidate Gregory S. Jacobs timely filed on December 5, 2011, nominating
petitions for the Office of the State Senator in the 30" Legislative District in the Republican
Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012.

2. The minimum signature requirement for a candidate filing nominating petitions for
the Office of State Senator is not fewer than 1,000 duly qualified registered and legal voters of
said district.

3, The Objector timely filed an Objection to the nominating petitions submitted by
Gregory S. Jacobs.

4, The basis of the Objection is that the Candidate submitted less than the minimum
number of signatures required for this particular office.

5. The Candidate was served by certified mail and signed a green card with what

appears to be his signature dated December 16, 2011.




8. A Case Management Conference was held on December 20, 2011, in the branch
office of the State Board of Elections. David Zipp filed an Appearance on behalf of the Objector.
Neither the Candidate nor an attorney representing the Candidate filed an Appearance or
otherwise appeared on behalf of the Candidate.

7. The Objector timely filed a Motion for Summary Judgment on December 21,

2011.

8. The deadline for the Candidate to respond to Objector’s Motion for Summary

Judgment was December 27, 2011.

9. The Candidate did not file a Response to the Objector's Motion for Summary

Judgment.

10. The Candidate has had no contact with the Hearing Examiner or any employee of

the State Board of Elections.

DISCUSSION

1. The Candidate filed a maximum number of 480 valid signatures (32 pages x 15
lines per page = 480 signatures). This was determined by a cursory examination of the
nominating petitions by the Hearing Examiner. (Some pages contain less than 15 signatures.
The Candidate submitted approximately 443 signatures as counted by the Hearing Examiner).

2. The minimum number of valid signatures to appear on the ballot as an
established party candidate at the General Primary Election for the Office of State Senator is
1,000.

3 The candidate submitted nominating petitions which contain at least 557
signatures below the minimum.

4, Based on the Candidate submitting nominating petitions containing less than the

minimum number of 1,000 signatures, the Chjector's Motion for Summary should be granted.




RECOMMENDATION

it is the Recommendation of the Hearing Examiner that Objector's Motion for Summary

Judgment be GRANTED for the reasons set forth above.
Accordingly, the name Gregory S. Jacobs as Candidate for the Office of State Senator in
the 30™ Legislative District in the Republican Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012,

shall not be printed on the ballot.

This is a dispositive Motion which must be ruled upon by the State Officers Electoral

Board.

DATED: December 30, 2011

Respectfully Submitted,

Creer ToriZe

Hmes Tenuto
Hearing Examiner

James Tenuto, Hearing Examiner

State Board of Elections

James R. Thompson Center, Suite 14-100
100 West Randoliph Street

Chicago. 1. 60801

{312) 814-8440




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that he served the Recommendation of the Hearing

Examiner to the Generai Counsel to the following parties by the methods set forth apposite

the name on December 30, 2011.

Steve Sandvoss, General Counsel via Email: ssandvoss@elections.il.gov
State Board of Elections

Ken Menzel,
Deputy General Counsel, SBE via Email: kmenzel@elections.il.dov
Bernadette Harringtan, via Email: bharrington@elections.il.gov

Legal Counsel, SBE

David Zipp via Email: DavidZipp@iawyer.com
Attorney for Objector

Gregory s. Jacobs via U.S. Mail: 227 N. Shaddle Avenue
Candidate Mundelein, IL 60060

#mes Tenuto, Hearing Examiner
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) ss.
COUNTY OF LAKE )

BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD FOR TIHLE HEARING AND PASSING UPON
OBJECTIONS TO THE NOMINATION PAPLRS FOR CANDIDATES FOR THL OFFICE OF STATL
SENATOR OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS.

IN THE MATTER OF THE OBIECTIONS TO )
THE NOMINATION PAPLRS OF GREGORY S, )
JACOBS OF 227 N. SHADDLE AVE., )
MUNDLLEIN, IL 60060, COUNTY OF LAKL, )
AS A PROPOSED CANDIDATL FOR )
NOMINATION OF THE REPUBLICAN PARTY ) ¢
)
)
)
)
)

L

TO THE OFFICE OF STATE SENATOR FOR
THE THIRTIETIH (30™) DISTRICT OF THE
STATE OF ILLINOIS TO BE VOTED ON AT
TIIE MARCH 20, 2012 GENERAL PRIMARY
ELECTION.

VERIFIED OBILCTOR’S PETITION
NOW COMES, Kimberlee Young, (hereinafter referred to as the “Objector,”) and respectfully represents that
Objector resides at 272 S. Old Creek Rd., Vernon Hills, in the State of lllinois; that Objector is a duly qualified,
registered, and legal voter at such address; that Objector’s interest in filing the following objections is that of a
citizen desirous of seeing to it that the laws governing the filing of nomination papers for nomination of the
Republican Party to the office of State Senator for the Thirtieth District of the State of 11linois are properly
complied with and that only qualified candidates have their names on the ballot as candidates for said office;
and therefore your Objector makes the following objections to the nomination papers of Gregory S. Jacobs,
(hereinafter referred to as the “Candidate,”) as a proposed candidate for nomination of the Republican Party to
the o ffice of State Senator for the Thirtieth District of the State of Hlinois, and files the same hercwith, and

states that the said nomination papers are insufficient in law and in fact for the following reasons:

Page 1 {OBJECTION - GREGORY S. JACOBS}
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Page 2

" Your Objector states that relevant law in this matter is ILCS 5-8/8 which denotes in relevant part <4/

petitions for nomination for the office of State Senator shall be signed by at least 1,000 but not more
than 3,000 of the qualified primary electors of the candidate's party in his legislative district.”  Further
this requirement is further explained and conveyed on page fifty-three (53) of the 2012 Candidates
Guide as amended October 6, 2011 {which can be accessed here:

-}, which
states that in the State of Illinois, an individual seeking to be listed as a candidate for the office of State
Senator on the I[llinois Republican Party Primary Ballot must properly submit to the proper electoral
authorities signatures of not less than one thousand (1,000} duly qualified, registered, and legal voters of
his legislative district. In addition, said Nomination Papers must truthfully allege the qualifications of
the candidate, be gathered and presented in the manner provided for in the lllinois Election Code, and
otherwise be executed in the form and manner requjred by law.

Your Objector states that the Candidate has filed thirty-two (32) petition signature sheets containing a
total of 457 signatures of allegedly duly qualified, registered, and legal voters of the subject district in

the State of lllinois.

{OBJECTION — GREGORY 8. JACOBS}
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Page 3

Your Objector states that the nomination papers filed for the Candidate contain 543 fewer than the
statutory minimum number of valid signatures and are therefore insufficient as a matter of law.
WIHEREFORE, your Objector prays that the purported nomination papers of Gregory S. Jacobs as a
proposed candidate for nomination of the Republican Party to the office of State Senator for the
Thirticth (30“‘) District of the State of Illinois, be declared by this Honorable Electoral Board to be
insufficient and not in compliance with the laws of the State of Illinois and that the candidatc’s name be
stricken and that this Honorable Electoral Board enter its decision declaring that the name of Gregory S.
Jacobs as a candidate for nomination of the Republican Party to the office of State Senator for the
Thirticth (30™) District of the State of 1linois, BE NOT PRINTED on the OFFICIAL BALLOT for the

Republican Party at the General Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012.

\Exu’wbmﬁ.@., L&ﬁwj/

OBJECTOR
Kimberlce Young

272 S. 0Old Creek Rd.
Vernon Hills, 11, 60061

{OBJECTION —- GREGORY S, JACOBS)
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VERIFICATION

The undersigned as Objector, first being duly sworn on oath, now deposes and says that (s)he has read this
VERIFIED OBJECTOR’S PETITION and that the statements therein are true and correct, except as to matters
therein stated to be on information and belief and as to such matters the undersigned certifies as aforesaid that
he verily belicves the same to be true and correct.

XQLLA.{_LW@J t' Iy (-/Pbl—(.cy
OBJECTOR ©
Kimberlee Young
272 S, 0ld Creek Rd.
Vernon Hills, 11. 60061

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) ss.

COUNTY OF LAKE )

Subscribed 1o and sworn before me, a Notary Public, by Kimberlee Young, the Objector, on this the 12th day of

December, 2011 at 8 ) ‘-r(r:,/(f £ioe . Hlinois.

%’//7742’__% - T R — (notary seal)

NOTARY PUBKIC

My Commission expires Jy.t & . 201 & .

Page 4 {OBJECTION - GREGORY §. JACOBS}




Montgomery/Williams v. Mahon
11 SOEB GP 519

Candidate: Patricia ~Pat™ Mahon

Office: State Senator. 15" Dist.

Party: Democrat

Objector: Dante Montgomery. Yashika Williams

Attorney For Objector: Andrew Finko

Attorney For Candidate: Timothy Lapp

Number of Signatures Required: 1000

Number of Signatures Submitted: 2081

Number of Signatures Objected to: 1238

Basis of Objection: The Nomination papers contain an insufficient number of valid signatures. Various
objections were made against the petition signers including “Signer’s Signature Not Genuine.” “Signer
Not Registered at Address Shown,” “Signer Resides QOutside of the District.” “Signer’s Address Missing
or Incomplete.” and “Signer Signed Petition More than Once.”

Dispositive Motions: None

Binder Check Necessary: Yes

Hearing Officer: Kelly Cherf

Hearing Officer Findings and Recommendation: A records examination commenced and was
completed on December 28. 2011, Both partics were present at the records examination. The examiners
ruled on objections to 1238 signatures. 781 objections were sustained leaving 1300 valid signatures,
which s 300 signatures more than the required minimum number of signatures. Accordingly, the Hearing
Officer recommends that Patricia “Pat™ Mahon be certified for the ballot as a Democratic candidate for
the office of State Senator for the 15™ Legislative District of the State of Illinois to be voted on at the
Primary Election to be held on March 20. 2012.

Recommendation of the General Counsel: 1 concur with the Recommendation of the Hearing Ottficer

that the objection be overruled. however L Turther recommend that a decision to certify the candidate be
stayed pending resolution of the objection in Harris v. Mahon. 11 SOEB GP 505,



BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD

FOR TIHE HEARING AND PASSING UPON OF OBJECTIONS TO

THE NOMINATION PAPERS OF CANDIDATES FOR ELECTION TO THE OFFICE OF
STATE SENATOR FOR THE 15"
LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT IN THE STATE OF ILLINOIS
DONTE MONTGOMERY.

YASIHIKA WILLIAMS,
Petitioners-Objectors,
Case No. 11-SOEB-GP-519

V.

PATRICIA "PAT" MAHON.

R N S N N S

Respondent-Candidate.

HEARING OFFICER’S FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This matter coming before the State Board of Elections as the duly qualified Electoral
Board and before the undersigned Hearing Officer pursuant to Appointment and Notice issued
previously. the Hearing Officer makes the following Findings and Recommendations:

The Candidate. Patricia “Pat” Mahon (the “Candidate™), timely ftled her Nomination
Papers with the State Board of Clections to qualify as a Candidate for the office of State Scnator
for the 15" Legislative District of the State of 1llinots to be voted on at the primary election on
March 20, 2012.

On December 11, 2011, the Objectors. Donte Montgomery and Yashika Williams (the
“Objectors™). timely filed a verified Objectors™ Petition. In the Petition. the Objectors argue that
the Candidate’s Nomination Papers are invalid and/or insulficient as the petition sheets contain
fewer than the requisite 1000 signatures because they centain the following deficiencies: a)
signatures that are not genuine: b) names and addresses of individuals who are not registered
voters or not registered at address that is listed: ¢) names of individuals who are not residents of
the 15™ Senate District in Hlinois; d) the names of persons for whom the addresses are missing or
incomplete; ¢) names ol persons who signed the petition more than once: and e) other
deficicncies as indicated in the “other™ column of the Appendix-Recapitulation including
“inactive.” “no signature™ and “printed.” Attached to the Objector’s Petition is an Appendix-
Recapitulation.

An initial hearing and case management conference on this matter was held on December
20. 2011.  Andrew Finko appeared on behalf of the Objectors. Timothy Lapp appearcd on
behalf of the Candidate.  The Candidate did not file a motion to strike or disiniss the Petition,




The Records Examination commenced and was completed on December 28. 201 1. Both
parties were prescnt at the Records Examination.  The Candidate necds 1000 signatures to be on
the ballot, The Candidate submitted 2081 signatures. The examiners ruled on objections to 1.238
signatures. 781 objections werc sustaincd leaving 1300 valid signatures which is 300 signatures
more than the required number of signatures.

A case management hearing was held telephonically on January 3. 2011, Counsel  for
both parties represented that neither party will file a Rule 9 Motion.,

Accordingly, | recommend that Patricia ~“Pat” Mahon be certified for the ballot as a
candidate for the office of State Senator for the 15" Legislative District of the State of llinois o
be voted on at the Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012,

s
1

Date:  January 3. 2012

Kelly MeCloskey Chert
Hearing Officer

|



BEFORE THE DULY CONSITITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD
FOR THETTIEARING AND PASSING UPON OF NOMIATION OBJECTIONS TO
NOMIATION PAPERS QF CANDIDATES FOR NOMINATION TO THE
OFFICE STATE SENATOR. 157 LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT, STATE OF 11LLINOIS

STATE OF ILLINOIS,
Donte Montgomery,

Yashika Williams
Petitioner-Objector.
SS.
o
Patricia “Pat™ Mahon,

B A I N

Respondent-Candidate

OBJECTOR™S PETITION

INTRODUCTION

Yashika Williams and Donte Williams, hereinafter sometimes referred to as the
Objector, states as follows:

1. The Objecter Yashika Williams resides at 143500 Clinton Street, inthe
City of Harvey, State of Illineis, 60426 and is a dulv gualified, legal and registered voter
al the address. : ;

2. The Objector Donte Wilhiams resides at 907 E. Miller P, in the City of
Pheenix. State of linois, 60426 and is a duly qualified, legal and rcgistered voter a1 the
address.

3. The Objector’s interest in filing this Petition 15 that of a voter desirous that
the Jaws governing the filing of NommationElection Papers for the office of State
Senator. 15" Legislative District, State of lllinois, are properly compiled with, and that
onlv qualilied candidates appear on the baliot for said office.

OBIECTIONS
The Objector makces the followmg objections to the purported Nomination /Hlection

Papers (“Nomination Papers™) of Patricia “Pat™ Mahon as a candidate for the office of
State Senator, 157 Legislative District, State of llinois, to be voted [or at the Primary




Flection

on March 207, 2012 (“Election™). The Objector states that the

Nomination/Election Papers are insufficient in {act and law for the following reasons.

b

'k

A

6.

Pursuant 1o State law, Nommation/Election Papers for the Office to be
voted for at the Election must contain the signatures of not fewer than
1,000 duly qualified, registered and legal voters of the State Senator, 13"
Legislative District, State of Ulmois, collected in the manner presceribed by
iaw. In addition, Nomination/Iilection Papers must truthfully allege the
gualifications of the candidate, be gathered and presented in the manner
provided for the Hlinois election code, and other wise executed in the form
provided by law. The Nomination/Tlection Papers purport to contain the
signatures of n excess of 1,000 such voters, and further purport to have
been gathered. presented and exccuted In the manner provided by the
Hinois Election Code.

The Nonunation/Election Papers contain petition sheets with the names ol
persons who did not sign the papers n their own proper persons, and such
signatures are not genuine and are forgeries, as s set forth specifically
the Appendix-Recapitulation attached hereto and incorporated  herein
under the heading Column a., “Signer’'s Signature Nol (Genuine” in
violation of the Illinois Flection Cade.

['he Noemination/Election Papers contain petition sheets with the names of
persons who are nat registered voters, who signed the papers in their own
proper persons, and such signatures are not genuine and are forgeries, as 18
set forth specifically n the Appendix-Recapitulation artached hereto and
mcorporated  herein, under the heading, Celumn b.. “Signer Not
Reuistered at Address Shown, " vielatian of the IHinais Election Code.

The NominationyElection Papers contain petition shects with the names of
persons for whom the addresses stated are not in the State Senator, 15¢
Legislative District. State of Hlinois, and such persons are not registered
voters in the State Senator, 157 Legisiative District, Siate of 1llinois.. as is
set forth specificatly in the Appendix-Recapitulation attached hercto and
incorporated  herein, under the heading, Column c.. “Signer Resides
Ouistde District,” in violation of the [lineis Eiection Code.

The Namination/Election Papers contain petrtian sheets with the names of
persons for whom the addresses given are either missing entirely or are
incompicte. as is sct forth specifically in the Appendix-Recaptiulation
arached hereto and incorporated herein, under the heading, Column d..
“Sigmner’s Address Missing or Incomplete.” in violatien of the [linois
Flection Code.

The Nomination/Election Papers contain petition sheets with the names of
persons who have signed the Nomination Papers more than one time as 1§




set forth specifically in the Appendix-Recapitulation attached hereto and
incorporated herem, under the heading, Column e.. “"Signer Signed
Pention More Than Once at Sheet Indweated,” i violation of the Hhnos
Electton Code.

The Nomination/Election Papers contain petition sheets with “Other”
specified defects, and said defects invalidate the signatures, as is set forth
specifically i the Appendix-Recapitulation  artached  herete  and
incorporated herein, under the heading Coluinn f., “Other,” in vielation of
the lilinois Election Code.

The Nomination/Election Papers contain less than 1,000 validly collected
signatures of qualified and duly registered Jegal voters of Stale Senator.
15" Legislative District, State of llinois, signed by such voters in their
own proper person with proper addresses, below the number required
under Hlmois law, as is set forth by the objecuens recorded i the
Appendix-Recapitulation attached hereto and mcorporated herein.

The Appendix-Recapitulation s incorporated herein, and the obiections
made therein are a part of this Objector’s Petiion.

WHEREFORE. the Objectors requests: &) a hearing on the objections set forth
herein, b) an examination by the aforesaid Election Board of the official records relating
1o voters in the State Senator. 15 Legislative District. State of [ljinois. to the oxtent that
such examination is pertinent to any of the matters alleged heren: ¢) a ruling ihat the
Nomination/Election Papers are insufficient in the law and fact, and d) a ruling that the
name of Patricia “Pa™ Mahon shall not appear and not be printed on the ballot for
election to the office of State Senator. 157 Legistative District, State of lilinois, io be
voted on at the Primary Election to be held March 2()“1, 2012.

14500 Clinton Street
Harvey, [hinois. 60426

507 F. Miller P

Phocnix, Hinois. 60426

bt




VERIFICATION

STATE OF ILLINOIS

COUNTY OF COOK )

[ YASHIKA WILLIAMS, Begin first duly swom upon oath, depose and stale
that I have read the above and foregoing ORIECTOR'S PETITION and that the matters

and facts contained therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.

_‘}’\eﬁakd\a ‘\k;u\_gtquk o

Subseribed and swom 1o before me

Bv YASHTRAWILLIAMS

Notarv Public

lwmmlw\mw-
OFFICIAL SEAL

DARVA WATKING

}  NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE QF ILLINOIS

' MY COMMISSION EXPIRESIR/3114




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD FOR THE HEARING
AND PASSING UPON OBJECTIONS TO THE NOMINATION PAPERS FOR
CANDIDATES FOR THE OFFICE OF REPRESENTATIVE IN THE GENERAL

ASSEMBLY FOR THE 102"° REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF

ILLINOIS
CURTIS WOOTERS and BRUCE CANNON, )
Petitioners-Objectors, ;

VS, ; 11 SOEB GP 103
ROBERT ROMAN, %
Respondent-Candidate. ;

WITHDRAWL OF OBJECTORS' PETITION

NOW COMES the Objectors, Curtis Wooters and Bruce Cannon, by and through
their attorneys, John W. Countryman of The Foster & Buick Law Group, LLC, and John
Fogarty, Jr., and hereby moves to withdraw the Objectors’ Petition previously filed in
this matter and/or, if in fact the Board determines that the Objectors’ Petition cannot be
withdrawn, the Objectors move to dismiss the Objectors’ Petition previously filed
voluntanly and with prejudice.

Dated :/{/?_'i‘day of December, 2011.

Cu

IS VWQOTERS and BRUCE CANNON,

/M// [éwé*\“ﬁ

// One of Their Aliprfieys

John W, Countryman John G. Fogarty

The Foster & Bulck Law Group, LLC Law Office of John Fogarty, Jr.
2040 Aberdeen Court 4043 N. Ravenswood, Suite 226
Sycamore, Hliinois 60178 Chicago, lllinois 60613
Telephone:  (815) 758-6616 Telephone:  (773) 680-4962
Cell Phone:  (815) 761-3806 Cell Phone:  (773)680-4062
Fax: (815) 756-5506 Fax; (773) 681-7147

E-Mail: jwcho@aol.com E-Mail: fogartyjr@gmail.com




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED FLECTUOHAL BOARD FOR FHE HEARING
AND PASSING UPON OBJECTIONS TO THE NOMINATION PAPERS ¥OR
CANDIDATES FORTHE OFFICE OF REPRESENTATIVE IN THE GENERAL
ASSEMBLY FROM THE 102" REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF
ILLINOIS.

Curtis F. Wooters and Bruce E. Cannon)
)

Petitioner-ODbjectors, )
) e
Vs, ) —_—
- =
_ ) = A
Robert “Rob™ Roman, ) AL
™~
j —
Respondent-Candidute, ] e =
- =
= -
VEIIFIED OBIECTORS’ PETITION n
o o
Now comes Curtis E. Wooters and Bruce E. Cannon (hereinafter referred o i
wn

“Objectors™ ) and states as Tollows

I Curtus B Wooters resides an 107 Wost Nort 37 sireen Findba Hliis G254

Shelby County. IL in the One Hundred Second Representative District of the Staie of Hlinois:

that he is duly qualified, registered and a fegal voler at sucl wddresss that his terest i Ohing the

following objections Is that of a crizen desiwous ol seeaid 1o il the lows governiag e siin

fre

of nomination papers for a Candidate for Election to the Office of Representative in the General

Assembly from the One Hundred Second Representative Disirict of the State or Hlmons, are

Vot lied coenagildetes Do o therr ey wopear oo the
| H !

property complicd with and tha oniy

pullot as candidates for said office.
2 Bruce E. Cannon resides at Rural Route T Box 68, Findlay, 1L 62534 13 Shelby

County, Tiin the One Hundred Sccond Representative Disiricr ol the State of Hllacis hat e s

duly qualified, registered and a leeal voter al such addiess: tha s onerest o fiing Ui oliowinig

objections is that of a ciuzen desirous ol seeing to it that the laws governing the {iling of



nomination papers for a Candidate for Election to the Office of Represemanve 1 the Generul

Assembly from the One Hundred Scoond Represcmadve fosincn o the Smte of libners are
properly complied with and that onty qualified candidates have thenr names appear upen the
ballot as candidates for said office.

3 Your Objectors nuikes the tolfowing obiections wo e nonnnation napers of
Robert “Rob™ Roman (“"the Nominauon Papers™) as o cancdidate {or nonunation of the
Republican Party to the Office of Representative in the General Assemblv\" from the 102"
Representative District of the Stz of Hines. and liles e s horewith, nnd states that the
said nomination papers are insuflicient in law and in fact for the fotlowing reasons.

4. Your Objectors stale that in the 102" Representative District of the Stle of
Iltinois the signatures of not Tess than 300 dulv qualilicd. registerad. and legal voters of tie suid
102" Representative District of dre State of Hlinods are recored. T addithon suid Nominaion
Papers must truthfully allege the qualifications of the candidare. be gathered and presented i the
manner provided for in the Illineis Election Code. and otherwise be executed in the fom and

manner reguired by Tuw,

The Candidate Has An lnsutficient Number Of Sicnatures To Quabify For Office

3. Your Objectors state that the Candidate has filed 63 petition signature shects
containing a total of 887 sienatures of alleged]y dulv gu ceatoand registered voters of the
[02™ Representative District of the Suae of Hiinois,

6. Your Objectors state that the faws pertaning o the securing ol ballot access

require that certain requirements be met as established by v Fitines made conisnee 1o sueh

reguirements must be voided. berng o violation of the swtties o such cases made wad prosidaed



7. Your Objectors further state that the aforesaid nomination papers contain the
names of numerous persons who are notin fuel duby guatiliod rewistereds wd Tewant o o e
addresses shown opposite their names i the 102 Representative District of the State ol ilinols
and their signatures are therefore invalid. as more fully set forth in the Appendix Recapitufation
under  the  cofumn  designuied "SIGONER NOU P TERED AT ADDRIENSS
SHOWN/ILLEGIBLE (A attached Liercto and mude a part oreott all o3 swd sionatuees being
in violation of the statutes in such cases made and provided.

8. Your Objectors further state that the said nesinabion pupers contai doo s of
numerous persons who have sivocd sald penuon bul wie wre nol il duly guaiilied,
registered. and legal voters at addresses that are located within the boundaries o1 the 12
Representative District of the State of HHineis as shown by he addresses they huve civen ol taw

bt e S PSP
LoVl e s i b e Ao

petition. as more fully set fords i e Annendin:
SSIGNER NOT IN DISTRICT (1317 attached hereto wnd teade a part hereods ali ol swd
signatures being in violation of the statuies in such cases made wnd provided,

9, Your Unjectors further siale that e said oo v prpers coaini s s ol
numerous persens who did not sign the sad nomination papars o heds Gwn proper sursons, aid

that the said signatures are not genuine, as more fully set forth in the Appendin-Recapriulation

under the column designated “SIGNER NGT PROPER PFRSON AND NOT GENUINT (007

attached hereto and made a part hoereol all o sice denmures sone i velaion o e sauies
such cases made and provided. P
10. Your Objectors state that various purported sienatures are legally defective and

defielent 0 that the address shovn son W said voler s oo D eninnio s et s

forth in the Appendix-Recapitulation. under the column designuned TINCONPLETE ADDRIESS




(F)" attached hereto and made 2 pat hereott alb of sand sienuiores being i violnton o e

statutes in such cases waade and grocided,

-

12 Your Objectors state that the nominauon papars herein contested consist ol

various sheets supposediy containing the vahd and legal signawres of 483 individuals. The
individual objections cited herem with speciioity rodnee ths ooy oF voiid Slenseres e =4
orto 483 or 17 below the statutory iminnmum of 300,

WHEREFORE. vour Objectors pray that the purported nomination papers ol Robert
“Rob” Roman as o candidate of the Republicar Partv for dentination 1o the oo of the
Representative in the General Assenbiy rom the jol T e eseaat v Tosaiel ol g sty ol
fHinois be dectared by this Honorable Electoral Board to be nsullicient and not in comphuanee
with the laws of the State of Hhneis and that the Candidate™s me be seicker and thay his
l*lomin';ablc. Electoral Bouwrd erier toJdoctmion deeioring o oo o Moo
a candidate of the Republican Party for nomination W the oidoe o the Kepresomative m e
General Assermbly from the 1027 Representative Distriel of the State of Hlmers 3315 MO
PRINTED on the OFFICIAL Ball ot ofthe Bepubicus o ot Sl P oo shestiare

to he held on March 200 2012,

John W. Countryiman
Attorney for Objectors



The Foster & Buick Law Group
2040 Aberdeen Ct.

Sveamore. 1L 60178

(815) 758-6610

Fax (815) 726-9506

Cell §15-761-38006

E-Mall: jcountrviman e toslerbuic

L0

Law Office ot John Focartsy.
Attorney for Obhjectors

4043 N, Ravenswood. Suite 226
Chicago. Hllinots 60613

{773) 349-2647

(773) 680-4962 (mobile)

{773) 681-7147 (fax)

johnigfocartvlawolTice com



(815) 758-6616

Fax (813) 736-9306

Cell 813-701-3800

E-Mail: jcounmrvmaniefosterbuick.com

Law Office of John Fogarty, Ir.
Attorney for Objectors

4043 N, Ravenswood. Sutte 226
Chicago. lihnois 60613

(7731 549-2647

(773) 680-4952 (mobile)

(773) 681-7147 (fax)

johni@fogartylawoflice.com



SERIFICATION

The undersigned as Obpoector o sl o e e s s e L
[shel has read thas VERIPTED Gl o s Plobos dom o b s i 0 n e i
and correct. exceept as o matlers terein stated o be en o nnion wd beniel asd L U sieh
matters the underss
and correct.

Peertlios s aloresaid that [hed [she] voriiv believes the s we be i

County of _Ei-fgcyng hb..
pooss

State of Hhinos

Subscribed 1o and sworn belore oo oty o b M Cinrire
Objectat, on this<he /2% dev o Levemner, Zon ol &E/M Aam i

Official Sea!
Glory Ann Breese

Notary Public State of llinois

My Gorimidsion Expires 08/04/2016




VERIFICATION

The undersigned as Objoctor, e Sebie Gy vvnm vin ol oy vt
[shef has read Uis VIR O 0N by . i
and correct, eneept s b pamilers L

matters the undersieng
and copre

N S TUET N SR T L

County of jﬁﬁg/k_ )

State of Hinois )

Subscribed to and Sworn before tie o Pl (‘f S ER
Objector. onthisthe V2 o i oo e D¢ cafry

o /61 «-f%wa » skl

wm f-\R\ >L BlAC

+++++++++++++ggﬁ)++++:

Comimissi ; 1 - (= + “OFFICIAL

My Commission enpives: -4 20 1727 b MARY A SOWERS :
4 NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS 4

4 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 08-14-2012 4
B R et ot et




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD FOR THE HEARING
AND PASSING UPON OBJECTIONS TO THE NOMINATION PAPERS OF
CANDIDATES FOR ELECTION TO THE OFFICE OF STATE SENATE FOR THE 50™
DISTRICT IN THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

MICHAEL HARMON

Petitioner-Objector,

V. No. 11-SOEBGP-108

STEVEN DOVE,

Respondent-Candidate.
VERIFIED MOTION TO WITHDRAW OBJECTOR’S PETITION

NOW COMES Petitioner-Objector, MICHAEL HARMON (hereinafter referred to as the
“Objector™), and states as follows: Petitioner hereby formally withdraws the objection filed in

this case on December 12, 2011, and respectfully requests that the case be dismissed.

n D a—
: MICHAEL HARMON

¢
1
]

P” !g: 5

1nee o0

STATE s
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YERIFICATION

The undersigned as Petitioner-Objector, first being duly sworn on oath, now deposes and
says that he has read this VERIFIED MOTION TO WITHDRAW OBJECTOR’S
PETITION and that the statements therein are true and correct, except as to matters therein
stated to be on information and belief and as to such matters the undersigned certified as
aforesaid that he verily believes the same to be true and correct.

Micﬁael Harmon
1522 Oid Ivy
Springfield, Illinois 62704

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)
COUNTY OF SANGAMON )

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 21°7 day of December, 2011.

ey e

Notary Public

OFFICIAL SEAL
TAMI L. MIX
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINCIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 8-6-2012
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BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELECTORAL BOARD FOR THE HEARING
AND PASSING UPON OBJECTIONS TO THE NOMINATION PAPERS OF
CANDIDATES FOR ELECTION TO THE OFFICE OF STATE SENATE FOR THE 50™
DISTRICT IN THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

MICHAEL HARMON

) _ 3
) = o
Petitioner-Objector, ) 502
) o
v. ) No —_
) —
STEVEN DOVE, ) o -
) @
Respondent-Candidate. ) =

VERIFIED OBJECTOR’S PETITION

NOW COMES Petitioner-Objector, MICHAEL HARMON (hereinafter referred to as the
“Objector™), and states as follows:

1. The Objector resides at 1522 OId Ivy, Springfield, lllinois 62711, Sangamon
County, in 50" Senate District of the State of Illinois; that he is duly qualified, registered and a
legal voter at such address; that his interest in filing the following objections is that of a citizen
desirous of seeing to it that the laws governing the filing of nomination papers for a candidate for
election of the 50™ Senate District of the State of Illinois, are properly complied with and that
only qualified candidates have their names appear upon the ballot as candidates for said office at
the Consolidated Primary Election to be held on March 20, 2012 and at the Consolidated
Election on November 6, 2012.

2. Your Objector makes the below-mentioned objections to the nomination papers
(the “Nomination Papers”) of Steven Dove as a candidate for the 50™ State Senate District for
the State of Illinois, and files the same herewith, and states that the said Nomination Papers are

insufficient in law.
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3. Your Objector states that in Illinois State Senate District 50, the signatures of not
less than 1000 duly qualified, registered, and legal voters of the said 50™ District are required. In
addition, said Nomination Papers must truthfully allege the qualifications of the candidate, be
gathered and presented in the manner provided for in the Illinois Election Code, and otherwise be
executed in the form and manner required by law.

4, Your Objector states that the candidate has filed 100 petition signature sheets
containing a total of 1,319 signatures of allegedly duly qualified, legal, and registered voters of
the 50" State Senate District for the State of Illinois.

5. Your Objector states that the laws pertaining to the securing of ballot access
require that certain requirements be met as established by law. A filing made contrary to such
requirements must be voided, being in violation of the statutes in such cases made and provided.

6. The Nomination Papers contain petition sheets with the names of persons for
whom the addresses given are either missing entirely or are incomplete or incorrect; or names
and addresses of individuals who are not registered voters or are not registered voters at the
address that is listed; or with names of individuals who are not residents of the 50" Senate
District in [llinois; or of names of individuals who are not members of, or affiliated with, the
Republican Party; or names of individuals who also signed a petition for a candidate of a
different political party; or names and/or addresses that are illegible; or signatures that were
signed twice; or signatures/addresses that use unacceptable abbreviations or ditto marks; or
signed by an individual that is different than the individual whose signature it purports to be.
These signatures should be stricken because they do not conform to the standards required by the

[llinois Election Code.

Page 2 of 11




7.

The Nomination Papers contain a petition sheet which does not bear a notary

public’s stamp and that page should be stricken in its entirety.

8.

The Nomination Papers of Steven Dove do not comply with the requirements of

the Hlinois Election Code for the following reasons and in the following Nomination Papers and

signature lines:

A.

The following signatures are for individuals that do not reside within the 50™
Senate District for the State of 1inois:

Page Line Page Ling Page Line
5 8 6 7 8 8
9 4 no 7 18
o1 14 1 14 6
14 10 15 12 15 15
17 13 17 15 18 2
18 4 18 11 18 12
18 13 18 14 18 15
19 3 19 4 19 7
200 9 20 10 21 3
21 8 21 12 225
2 8 22 14 32 6
36 2 36 3 36 4
36 6 37 37 12
39 13 42 14 42 15
4 5 45 1 45 3
45 6 47 1 48 1]
50 3 0 4 51 3
51 8 52 8 s2 9
55 6 55 10 56 1
61 6 736 749
771 77 8 78 2
79 11 81 6 81 7
81 14 g1 15 83y 7
83 8 83 11 83 12
83 13 84 10 86 4
86 S 86 6 86 6
86 12 8 13 86 14
86 15 88 | 89 5
9% 5 91 6 91 1l
9] 12 92 12 94 2
97 11 97 14 98 13
98 14 83 2 84 2
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These signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters do not live within the 50"
Senate District for the State of 1Hlinois.

B. The following signatures are for individuals that are not registered voters or are
not registered voters at the address that was listed on the petition:
Page Line Page Line Page Line
3 7 3 15 4 3
4 4 4 5 4 12
4 13 4 14 5 1
5 5 5 10 5 13
5 14 6 1 6 2
7 1 7 2 8 1
8 7 9 5 9 6
11 2 11 11 12 |
14 8 14 14 15 14
16 8 17 14 18 8
19 13 20 2 20 3
21 10 21 13 22 15
24 1 24 2 24 4
24 8 24 12 25 10
25 11 26 13 27 5
27 7 27 8 27 10
28 10 29 4 29 5
29 6 31 6 32 1
32 2 32 7 32 12
32 13 32 14 33 3
33 11 36 1 37 4
37 5 37 14 38 1
39 3 39 6 40 11
40 15 41 1 42 3
42 4 42 6 42 11
44 9 45 5 45 12
45 14 46 2 46 9
47 2 47 3 48 8
48 10 48 15 51 6
51 12 51 13 52 11
52 15 54 8 54 9
54 10 54 i1 54 12
54 13 55 5 55 11
58 9 59 4 66 5
68 1 68 11 69 3
69 4 69 8 70 10
71 6 71 7 72 5
73 14 76 4 76 5
77 1 79 t0 80 4
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Page Line

80
83
84
85
88
89
92
98
100
48
66
78
44
78

]

O\-—‘&BL.)'—‘LALA'—O\‘-JMMO\

Page
81

83
85
85
88
ol
94
99
27
88
19
44
44

l.ine
2
3

3

1

1
1
1
7
5
1
1
11
9
5
7
1

4

These signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters have not listed their full or
correct addresses or are not a registered voter at the address that was recorded or are not a
registered voter at all as required by the Illinois Election Code.

C.

The following signatures are for individuals that also signed a petition for the
Democratic candidate for Sangamon County Recorder, Joshua “Josh™ Langfelder:
Line: Joshua Langfelder’s petitions(see exhibit)

Page
6
28
28
28
30
32
49
51
55
55
55
55
55
55
58
58
59
61
61
61
61
65

Line
14

2

5

7

—
Ln LA

= W 2

Os.hu)w—'-hw'—"—'@m\.]l\)i\)

Page

27
102
102
102
102
87
14
68
62
62
63
99
63
63
69
69
9
62
62
62
62
118

SN~ — kL Rr,AC—DOC PR, 5B OO0 LWL
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Page
67
76
76
90
95
96
96
96
96
96
96
99
99

Line

15
4
5
8
15
i
3
4
11
12
is
1
2

Page

Line: Joshua Langfeider’s petitions(see exhibit)

47
40
40
85
65
14
46
46
13
64
47
47
47

<

OO\O—O"——O\OO\D'—‘O\MMG\O\

These signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters have signed petitions for
both a Democratic candidate and a Republican candidate for the same primary election, in
violation of the Ilinois Election Code.

D.

The following signatures are for individuals that aiso signed a petition for the
Democratic candidate for Judge of the Circuit Court for the State of Illinois in the
7" Judicial Circuit, Timothy J. Londrigan:

Pape
2

8

18
18
18
18
18
18
18
32
32
33
44
46
49
70
71
73
76
77
90
90
92

Line

11
1

o0 ~J O\

12
13

O b B = O D

Page

Line: Timothy Londrigan’s petitions(see exhibit)

17
21
14
22
22
14
35
35
35
8

7

29
7

33
14
11
35
7

35
21
7

21
7

8
9
1
10
13
4
10
11
12
14
1
5
11
6
4
14
5
13
8
10
2
15
5
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These signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters have signed petitions for
both a Democratic candidate and a Republican candidate for the same primary election, in
violation of the lllinois Election Code.

E.

The following signatures are for individuals that also signed a petition for the
Democratic candidate for Sangamon County State’s Attorney, Ron Stradt:

Page Line Page Line: Ron Stradt’s petitions(see exhibit)
35 4 17 2
13 1 28 3

These signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters have signed petitions for
both a Democratic candidate and a Republican candidate for the same primary election, in
viglation of the Illinois Election Code.

The following signatures are from individuals that signed Steven Dove’s petitions
for nomination more than one time:

Page Ling Page Line of the corresponding signature
2 13 31 15

3 4 34 5

4 1 41 7

5 2 18 6

5 3 18 7

6 6 92 4

6 15 42 8

8 6 16 7

8 4 13 4 and again on page 34 line 1
8 6 16 7

8 15 44 4

13 4 8 4 and again on page 34 line 1
18 6 5 2

18 7 5 3

20 11 57 8

22 3 49 3

22 4 92 2 and again on page 50 line 14
31 15 2 13

34 1 13 4 and again on page 8 line 4
42 7 4 1

42 8 6 15

44 4 8 15

47 14 51 1

49 3 22 3

50 14 92 2 and again on page 22 line 4
51 1 47 14

53 3 96 3

Page 7of 11




Page
54
54
55
57
57
60
69
69
78
79
81
92
92
96

3

55
54
78
20
79
8

81
57
60
69
22
6

53

—
w

<

o b= L — o0 ] — 0 B —

4
15
15
11
11
3
6
|
4
10
8

Page Line of the corresponding signature

4 and again on page 50 line 14

6
3

All of these signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters signed a petition for
the same candidate and office on multiple occasions in violation of the Illinois Election Code.
The majority of these signatures were allegedly collected and secured by the same circulator,

Steven Dove.

G. The following signatures are from individuals that are not members of nor
affiliated in any way with the Republican Party:

Page Line
2 6
2 7
49 14
49 15
77 15

All of these signatures should be stricken because the alleged voters signed a petition
indicating that they were affiliated with the Republican Party when they are not in violation of
the [llinois Election Code.

H. The following signatures are illegible or incorrect or contain either incomplete or
ilegible addresses or are individuals that may not live in the 50™ Senate District
or may not be registered voters or may have not been signed by the individual
than the signature purports to be or contains improper abbreviations or the
improper use of ditto marks:

Page
6l

70
73
77

Line Page
1 61
6 71
12 73
9 78

Line
15

1

13
47
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Page
66

73
73
79

Line
12

3

15
10




Page Line Page Line Page Line

80 7 81 40 85 10
88 10 89 8 90 11
91 10 91 15 92 15
95 4 95 10 97 ]

97 12 99 15 100 14
2 5 2 10 3 10
5 9 6 8 7 9

8 10 8 11 10 1

11 5 1] 9 13 7

19 5 24 13 25 9

25 15 35 15 37 7

41 2 41 3 41 11
41 12 41 13 41 14
42 13 44 7 44 13
44 14 48 5 48 7

50 9 52 10

1. Sheet 53 —~ Should be stricken in its entirety in that there is no notary public’s

official seal on the page as required by the Illinois Election Code.

9. Your Objector states that the Nomination Papers herein contested consist of
various sheets supposedly containing the valid and legal signatures o; r1,%]9 individuals. The
individual objeetions cited herein with specificity reduce the number of valid signatures byT39g
to 921, o‘:i}glbe]ow the statutory minimum of 1.000.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner-Objector, MICHAEL HARMON, prays that the purported
Nomination Papers of Steven Dove as a candidate for nomination to the 50™ State Senate District
of Illinois be declared by this Honorable Electoral Board to be insufficient and not in compliance
with the laws of the State of Illinois and that the candidate’s name be stricken and that this

Honorable Electoral Board enter its decision declaring that the name of Steven Dove as a

candidate for nomination to the office State Senate in the 30" District of llinois NOT BE
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PRINTED on the OFFICIAL BALLOT at the Consolidated Primary Election to be held on

March 20, 2012 and at the Consolidated Election on November 6, 2012.

L #’q/ :

MICHAEL HARMON
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YERIFICATION

The undersigned as Petitioner-Objector, first being duly sworn on oath, now deposes and
says that he has read this VERIFIED OBJECTOR’S PETITION and that the statements therein
are true and correct, except as to matters therein stated to be on information and belief and as to
such matiers the undersigned certified as aforesaid that he verily believes the same to be true and
correct,

a R

Michael Harmon
1522 Old Ivy
Springfield, llinois 62704

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
)
COUNTY OF SANGAMON )

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this 12" day of December, 2011.

”"’_I—/u
Ve A7
-

Notary Public

OFFICIAL SEAL

TAMI L. MIX
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 8-6-2012 :
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TOHN ACLEIFHED THE

FOSTER & BUICK

(1919 - 2003)

LAW GROUP, LLC

KLITH L, FOSTER, P.C.
<EVIN E. BUICK
TIMOTHY ). CONKLIN

TAIT J. LUNDGREN ATTORNEYS AT LAW
JOL M. TRITT
- 2040 ABERDEEN COURT
POUCLAS K O SYCAMORE, ILLINOIS 60178

e WWW . FOSTERBUICK.COM

JOHN W, COUNTRYMAN

Of Connsel (8]5) 758-66106
December 22, 2011

Mike Harmon

1522 Old Ivy Drive

Springfield, Hlinois

harmonmdlaw(@yahoo.com Via E-Mail Only

Re: Harmon v. Dove

Our File No. 2011-0939

Dear Mr. Harmon:

SHABBONA [LLINOS
(815) 824-2258

WATERMAN [LLINGIS
(815)264-3340

FRNCKLEY [LLINOIS
(81512863501

Fax
{815} 756-9506

HCOUNTRYMANGFOSTERBNCK.COM

John Fogarty, who is my co-counsel in this matter has forwarded to me an e-mail that he

received from vou on Wednesday, December 21, 2011, which reads:

Received. Thank you. 1 plan to file a verified motion 1o withdraw the objeclor’s
petition tomorrow. T will let you know when it is filed and forward a copy to you.

T'will keep you informed if my plans change. Sincerely, Michael D. Harmaon.

We are under a deadline to file a Motion to Strike, which T have generally prepared and plan
to file by 5:00 p.m. today, December 22, 201 1. Given your last sentence stating Lhat you will keep
us tnformed il you plans change, T sec no alternative but to file my Motion to Strike this afternoon.

[ would appreciate vour keeping me fully apprised of your intentions at my e-mail, which is
jeountryman@fosterbuick.com. Also, please keep the Hearing Officer apprised of your actions as

well at her e-mail address of kme@hmltd.com.

Very truly yours,

THE FOsTER & BUICK LAW (GROUP, LLC

By:

JWC/sm

/I'Hh W. Countryman, fo%ﬁrﬁ




BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED STATE OFFICER’S ELECTORAL BCARD
FOR THE HEARING AND PASSING UPON OF OBJECTIONS TO NOMINATION
PAPERS OF CANDIDATES FOR THE NOMINATION OF THE REPUBLICAN PARTY
FOR THE OFFICE OF STATE SENTATOR FOR THE 50™ DISTRICT FOR THE
STATE OF ILLINOIS

MICHAEL HARMON,
Petitioner-Objector,
11 SOEB GP 108

VS,

STEVEN DOVE,

T N

Respondent-Candidate.
CANDIDATE’S MOTION TO STRIKE PARTS OF OBJECTOR’S PETITION

NOW COMES the Respondent-Candidate, Steven Dove (hereinafter referred to
as “Candidate”), by and through his attorneys, John W. Countryman of The Foster &
Buick Law Group, LLC, and John Fogarty, Jr., and moves {o strike the following parts of
the Verified Objecior's Petition filed by Michael Harmon (hereinafter referred to as
“Objector”), and in support thereof, states as foliows:

1. Candidate moves to strike Paragraphs 7 and 81 of the Objector's Petition,
both of which refer to sheet 53 and claim that sheet 53 should be stricken in its entirety
because there is no notary seal. Case law does not require that a notary imprint a
stamp seal if, in fact, the notary has signed the page, as the notary has in this instance.
The fact that the notary signed the page is, in fact, the only necessary act that the
notary must perform to make the document comply with the Code of Elections. The
seal is purely an administrative act and done generally for purposes of recording
documents. The ruies of the State Officer's Electoral Board, adopted at their meeting
on December 20, 2011, in the Appendix, Paragraph Ii, Sub-Paragraph G, states: “Sheet

Not Notarized”, and provides in part: “Simply missing a notary seal does not invalidate
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the sheet, unless the Objector establishes that the sheet was not notarized by a
qualified notary public.”

in this instance the sheet was signed by the notary and there is no allegation that
the notary was not in fact a qualified notary, thus the Candidate seeks to have these
Paragraphs of the Objection stricken.

2. The Candidate moves to strike Paragraph 8G of the Objection’s Petition,
and the objection made to the pages and lines therein. The Paragraph provides as
follows: “The following signatures are from individuals that are not members, nor
affiliated in any way with the Republican party.” However, the heading of the
Candidate’'s Petition sheet contains the language that “the undersigned state that they
are qualified primary electors of the Republican party.” That statement in and of itself is
a statement of declaration by the signor that they have become a member of the
Repubilican party and is sufficient for purposes of signing a petition and does not violate
the Election Code of lllinois, the laws of the State of lllinois, or of the United States of
America. Cases held that the United States Constitution prohibit infringement upon the
freedom of the signor to elect the party which they seek to nominate for office. Also, the
General Assembly has eliminated the “lock out” provisions once applied to petition

signors in the Election Code, which were held unconstitutional (see Kusper v. Pontikes,

414 U.S. 51, 94 S.Ct. 303, 38 L.Ed.2d 260 (1873); Sperling v. County Officers Electoral

Board, 57 ili.2d 81, 308 N.E.2d 589 (1874).

3. The Candidate moves to strike Paragraphs 8C, 8D, and 8E of the
Objector's Petition and all the material contained therein, because it is incomplete.
Paragraphs 8C, 8D, and 8E purportedly compares lines of the Candidate’'s Petition

sheets with lines of another candidate's petition sheets and says after the candidate's

Page 2 of 3



name “(see exhibit)”. No exhibit was attached and therefore the Objection is incomplete
and should be stricken it its entirety.

The objection may not be amended once filed. Reyes v. Bloomingdale Twp.

Electoral Board, 265 IIl. App.3d 89, 638 N.E.2d 782 (2" Dist. 1994).

4. Candidate moves to strike the portion of Paragraph 8F that objects to all
signatures. At least one signature for any duplicate should be counted as valid on the
Petition.

WHERFORE, Candidate, Steven Dove, prays that this body strike the
paragraphs of the Objection as set forth above and for other relief as is equitable and
just.

J
i
Dated 4 < day of December, 2011,

STEVEN

OVE
‘ /J e
oy o7 J/ M‘b
WW. Céuntrymzyfne of His Attorneys

John W. Countryman

The Foster & Buick Law Group, LLC
2040 Aberdeen Court

Sycamore, lllinois 80178
Telephone: (815) 758-6616

Cell Phone: (815) 761-3808

Fax: (815) 756-9506
E-Mail: jwcbo@aol.com

John G. Fogarty

Law Office of John Fogarty, Jr.
4043 N. Ravenswood, Suite 226
Chicago, lllinois 60613
Telephone: (773) 680-4962
Cell Phone: (773)880-4962

Fax: (773) 681-7147
E-Mail: fogartyjr@gmail.com
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BEFORE THE ILLINOIS STATE OFFICERS ELECTORAL BOARD

David S. Kim
Objector
V- 11 SOEB GP 109

Melissa S. Barnhart

e e Mt e e e e S’

Candidate

HEARING OFFICER’S REPORT AND RECOMMENDED DECISION

This matter was first heard on December 20, 2011 and assigned to this Hearing
Officer. A case management conference was held on said date. The Objector appeared
through counsel John Countryman and counsel John Fogarty. The Objector did not
appear. Subsequent to the case management conference, an original Withdrawal of
Objections dated December 15, 2011 was received in the mail by the State Board of
Elections.

In light of the Withdrawal of Objections, it is my recommendation that the
objections be found moot and that the nominating papers of Melissa S. Barnhart,
candidate for the Republican nomination to the office of Judge of the Circuit Court for
the 23" Circuit, A Vacancy be found valid and that the name of Melissa S. Barnhart
be printed on the ballot for said office at the March 20, 2012 General Primary Election.

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Goodman /s/

Barbara Goodman
Hearing Officer
12/26/11
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KIM LAW OFFICES, LLC L

Ken Menzel, Deputy Counsel g ¥ :;

llinois State Board of Elections <
100 West Randolph Street, Suite 14-100 S .,
AN

Chicago, linois 60601

December 15, 2011
Re: Withdrawal of Objection — Kim v. Earnhart

Dear Mr. Menzei,

I am sending you this ietter as a follow up to our conversation on December 15, 2011,
The purpose of this letter is to give the [Hinois State Board of Clections notice of my desire to
withdraw the verified objector’s petition | filed on December 12, 2011 in the matter of Kim v.
Barnhart regarding the 23™ Circuit judicial vacancy. Additiona'ly, I intend for this letter to serve
as evidence of aforesaid withdrawal of objections. Per our pricr conversation, { will also be
concurrently sending a copy of this letter to all interested parties. Thank you.

Sincerely,
M——

David §. Kim

The undersigned witness certifies that David S. Kim, known tc mie to be the same person whose
name is subscribed as principal to the foregoing letter, appezrad before me as the notary public
and acknowledged signing and delivering the instrument as the free and voluntary act of the

principal, for the uses and purposes therein set forth.

Dated: December 15,2011 (SEAL}

) ) OFFICIAL SEAL
- . SARAKIM
- ’ " Notary Public - State of lllinois
St > .My Commission Expires Mar 31, 2013 -

Notary Public’s Signature

Dovid S. Kim, Attorney 1812 High Grove Lane, Suite 101, Naperville, lllinois 60540  Toll-Free: 1-800-901-0384 T 630-277-2002

F: 6304139601 E: david@thekimlawoffices.com  W: www.thekimlawoffices.com  Llicensed in lllinois and California
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BEFORE THE DULY CONSTITUTED ELFV:TORAL BOARD FOR THE HEARING AND
PASSING UPON OBJECTIONS TO THE NC “1INATION PAPERS FOR CANDIDATES FOR
THE OFFICE OF RESIDENT CIRCUIT ¥, iGE - KENDALL COUNTY ~ ADDITIONAL
JUDGESHIP A FOR THE 23%° JUDICI;J; {DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

DAVID S. KIM
Petitioner — Objectpr

¥S.,

BRI IR

MELISSA S. BARNHART

Respondent — Candidate

nnsn M 2103041

VERIFIED y5ypc "OR’S PETITION

NOW COMES, David S. Kim (hereinaft oy rofary J t0 as the “Objector”), and states as follows:

I. David S. Kim resides at 1841 Colut shine Drivy, Yorkville, Illinois 60560, Kendall County in the
16™ Judicial District of the State of Hlinois; that he is duly qualitied, registered and a legal voter
at such address; that his interest in ;j}izz the fy-iowing objections is that of a citizen desirous of
seeing to it that the laws governing the £!iuw of Nomination papers for a Candidate for Election to
the Office of Resident Circuit Coijyt ju(-ige__ wendall County - Additional Judgeship A for the
23" Judicial District of the State o+ 1lingiz. .2 properly complied with and that only qualified
candidates have their names appear upon rhe hajiot as candidates for said office.

Your Objector makes the following ohjcciione £ the nomination papers of Melissa 8. Barnhart

(“the Nomination Papers™) as a candidate fur nomination of the Republican Party to the Office of

Resident Circuit Court Judge — Kendall County — Additional Judgeship A trom the 23" Judicial

District of the State. of Iltinois, and files the same herewith, and states that the said nomination

papers are inst:fiicient in law and in fact for the following reasons:

3. Your Objector states that in the 16" Judieial District — Kendall County of the State of Hlinois the
signatures of not tess than 500 duly qualified, registered, and legal voters of the said 16" District,
who are also residents of Kendall County, of the State of Illinois are required. In addition, said
Notnination Papers must truthfully allege the qualifications of the candidate, be gathered and
presented in the manner provided for in the Hlinois Election Code, and othersvise be executed n
the form and manner required by law.

4, Your Objector states that the Candidate has fited 58 petition signature sheets containing a total of
782 signatures of allegedly duly qualified, legal, and registered voters of the 23" Judicial District
of the State of lllinois.

5. Your Objector states that the laws pertaining to the securing of ballot access require that certain
requirements be met as established by law. Filings made contrary to such requirements must be
voided, being in violation of the statutes in such cases made and provided.

o]




The Nomination Papers Do Not Comply With The Requirements of Section 7-10 Of The
Election Code Beeause They Fail To Substantially Comply With The Form Of Petition As
Authorized By Law In That They Fail To Identify The Proper Political Division Of The
Signers

Your Objector states that heading of cach petition sheet includes language as follows: “We, the
undersigned, members of and affiliated with the Republican Party and qualified primary electors
of the Republican Party, in the 23rd Judicial Circuit of the State of Illinois, do hereby petition
that...” Your Objector further states that according to the Election Code in Section 7-10,
nomination petitions shal! be signed by qualified primary electors residing in the political division
for which the nomination is sought. Your Objector further states that at the time the petition
sheets were signed and continuing until the present day, the signers werc not qualificd primary
electors in the 23 Judicial Circuit in the State of Hlinois as indicated on the petition sheets.
Pursuant to 705 ILCS 35/1 which states in relevant part: “Judicial circuits created. The county
of Cook shall be one judicial circuit and the State of Illinois, exclusive of the county of Cook,
shall be and is divided into judicial circuits as follows: Sixteenth Circuit — Before December
3, 2012, the counties of Kane, DeKalb, and Kendall. On and after December 3, 2012, the
County of Kane. Twenty-third Circuit — On and after December 3, 2012, the counties of
DeKalb and Kendall.” In the present case, the petition form heading clearly indicates
residence in the 23 Judicial Circuit, which presently, and at all times prior to December 3, 2012,
does not legally exist.

The aforesaid failure to comply with the Election Code by failing to properly identily the political
division ofthe primary electors renders the entire petition set void.

The Nomination Papers Do Not Comply With The Requirements of Section 7-10 Of The
Election Code Because They Fail To Substantially Comply With The Form Of Petition As
Authorized By Law In That The Certification of Deletions Does Not Substantially Conform

Your Objector further states that according to the Election Code in Section 7-10 “The person
circulating the petition, or the candidate on whose behalf the petition is circulated, may
strike any signature from the petition, provided that: (1) the person striking the signature
shall initial the petition at the place where the signature is struck; and (2) the person
striking the signature shall sign a certification listing the page number and line number of
each signature struck from the petition. Such certification shall be filed as a part of the
petition.”

The Candidate’s petition includes a certification of deletions which lists four separate line
numbers (17, “47, *§”, “13™), but does not include any page numbers for each signature struck.
Furthermore, there is no page number given for the certification of deletions page itself. Finally,
the aforementioned certification of deletions page does not indicate whether the candidate is up
for “election” or “nomination”. These omissions contribute to an overall confusion and work to
frustrate an important purpose of the Election Code, which is (o guarantee identification and
reference to specific pages.

. The aforesaid failures to comply with the Election Code, in the aforesaid confusing omissions

from the certification of deletions page renders the entire petition set invalid.




11.

The Nomination Papers Do Not Comply With The Requirements of Section 7-10 Of The
Election Code Because They Fail To Substantially Comply With The Form Of Petition As
Authorized By Law In That The Circulator’s Do Not Indicate That The Signers Were
Qualified Voters of the Republican Party

Your Objector further states that according to the Election Code in Section 7-10 “At the bottom
of each sheet of such petition shall be added a circulator statement...certifying that to the
best of his or her knowledge and belief the persons so signing were at the time of signing the
petitions qualified voters of the political party for which a nomination is sought.”

. Your Objector further states that the Candidate’s petitions, specifically sheet number 24, sheet

number 25, and sheet number 26, do not includc a proper circuiator statement that certifies that to
the best of his or her knowledge and belief the persons so signing were at the time of signing the
petitions qualified voters of the political party for which a nominatien is sought. The aforesaid
sheets contain a ecirculator statement that does not properly state that the signers are qualified
voters of the political party for which a nomination is sought as required by law, instead leaving
the space blank. Accordingly, because these petition sheets are not in accordance with Iltinois
law, cach and every sheet should be declared null, void, and invalid,

The Nomination Papers Do Not Comply With The Requirements of Section 7-10 Of The
Election Code Because They Fail To Substantially Comply With The Form Of Petition As
Authorized By Law In That The Signatures Are Invalid Or Otherwise Defective

. Your Objector further states that the aforesaid nomination papers contain the names of numerous

persons who are not in fact duly qualified, registered, and legal voters at the addresses shown
opposite their names in the 16" Judicial District of the State of Hlinois and their signatures are
therefore invalid, as more fully set forth in the Appendix-Recapitulation under the column
designated “SIGNER NOT REGISTERED (A),” attached liereto and made a part hereof, all of
said signatures being in violation of the statutes in such cases made and provided.

. Your Objector states that various purported signatures are legally defective and deficient for a

variety of reasons, as more fully set forth in the Appendix-Recapitulation, under the column
designated “OTHER (B)” (together with an appropriate further reason) attached hereto and made
a part hereof, all of said signatures being in violation of the statutes in such cases made and
provided. These objections include, but are not limited to improper, partial, incomplete, or no
address; names stricken or crossed out from the sheets; use of only a partial namne; and improper
use of name; or individual signature lines being left unfilled or blank or containing a name that
has been crossed off, eradicated, stricken, or removed, all of said signatures being in violation of
the statutes in such cases made and provided.

. Your Objector states that the nomination papers herein contested consist of various sheets

supposedly containing the valid and legal signatures of 782 individuals. The individual
objections cited herein with specificity reduce the number of valid signatures by 782 or to 0, or
500 below the statutory minimum of 500,




WHEREFORE, your Objector prays that the purported nomination papers of Melissa S. Barnhart as a
candidate of the Republican Party candidate for nomination of the Republican Party to the Office of
Resident Circuit Court Judge — Kendall County — Additional Judgeship A from the 23" Judicial District
of the State of lilinois, be declared by this Honorable Electoral Board to be insufficient and not in
compliance with the laws of the State of Illinois and that the candidate’s name be stricken and that this
Honorable Electoral Board enter its decision declaring that the name of Mclissa S. Barnhart as a candidate
of the Republican Party candidate for nomination of the Republican Party to the Office of Resident
Circuit Court Judge — Kendall County — Additional Judgeship A from the 23" Judiciat District of the
State of lllinois BE NOT PRINTED on the OFFICIAL BALLOT for the Republican Party at the Primary
Election to be held on March 20, 2012.

< ,.—”/)
lj

David S. Kim, Objector

David §. Kim

1841 Columbine Drive

Y orkville, Illincis 60560

Phone: 630-277-2002

Fax: 630-413-9601

Email: david@thekimlawoffices.com




VERIFICATION

The undersigned as Objector, first being duly sworn on oath, now deposes and says that he has read
this VERIFIED OBJECTOR’S PETITION and that the statements therein are true and correct, except as
to matters therein stated to be on information and belief and as to such matters the undersigned certifies as
aforesaid that he verily believes the same to be true and correct.

W

David S. Kim, Objector

David S. Kim

1841 Columbine Drive

Yorkville, Illinois 60560

Phone: 630-277-2002

Fax: 630-413-9601

Email: david@thekimlawoftices.com

County of Kane )
) ss.
State of [llinois )

th

Subscribed to and Sworn before me, a Notary Public, by David S. Kim, the Objector, on this the 12" day

of December, 2011, at Sugar Grove, [llinois.

LA M // /’_ﬁ, / L—j //z /2 @ (/’/Z [notary seal]

NOTARY PUBLIC/

My Commission expires. f 5”{ [ {4, 20_/_.”_')

"OFFICIAL
: Tracy Johnson

Netary Public, State of Rlinsis
My Copuminsine Expires Juns 06, 2085




BEFORE THE STATE OFFICERS ELECTORAIL BOARD

Harris

Objector,

)
)
)
)
V. ) 11 SOEB GP 507
)
Harris )
)
)

Candidate.

MOTION TO WITHDRAW OBJECTION

Now comes the Objector by her attorney James P. Nally PC and moves to
withdraw the objection filed herein.

Wherefore it is respectfully requested that this Honorable Electoral Board enter an
order allowing for the withdrawal of this objection and dismissing these
proceedings.

Respectfully submitted,

L PN

/ James P. Nally, P.C.

James P. Nally

James P. Nally, P.C.

8 S. Michigan Avenue
Suite 3500

Chicago, Illinois 60603
Phone: (312) 422 5560
Fax: (312) 346 7999

E-mail: jpnlaw « ail.nel




